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ABSTRACT

The 2008 financial recession has seen increased poverty, job loss, and homelessness as
well as decreased spending in health care, education, sanitation, and housing. These factors can
lead to tensions across a number of sectors and underscore the need for innovation in for-profit,
nonprofit and government organizations. One area of innovation in the nonprofit sector to
supplement revenues is by adding social enterprise activity. Social enterprise is the pursuit of
earned income activities for an organization that is driven by a community mission or value.
Because financial and social problems are becoming increasingly intertwined, this study
seeks to understand the impacts of social enterprises on nonprofit organizations. The research
uses existing data from Guidestar based on nonprofit IRS Form 990 as well as responses to an
original survey administered to nonprofit organizations throughout Florida. This study will
indicate if there are financial and social impacts on nonprofit organizations that have a social
enterprise.
Multiple regression analysis is used to estimate the impact of social enterprises on their
respective nonprofits. Examining financial and social outcomes, the study determines the impact
of social enterprises on a nonprofit’s finances and mission.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

In the United States, the most recent financial recession—the Great Recession of 2008—
resulted in rising levels of poverty and home foreclosures accompanied by a tidal wave of job
losses; at the same time, spending on health care, education, sanitation, and housing declined.
As such, the need for public and nonprofit services increased as the number of those services
decreased during this period (Besel, Williams, & Klak, 2011). According to the data from the
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS; 2015), the unemployment rate is currently at 5.5%. This
does not include the more than half a million workers who have become discouraged looking for
work and who have stopped looking for employment (BLS, 2015). Unemployed or
underemployed individuals receive social services as part of the federal and state safety nets that
expand as unemployment rises. It is this pressure that forced nonprofits to reconsider their
strategy to raise revenue and expand services to meet rising demands. Furthermore, the
economic downturn led to lagging consumer spending as well as declining contributions to
charities due to reduced discretionary income (BLS, 2014).
In times of economic hardship, the lack of charitable funding has prompted nonprofits to
consider adding social enterprises to their organization. Nonprofit organizations respond to
social needs (food, shelter, healthcare, job training and placement) and problems through the
eradication of a specific problem through social programs, connections to power personnel, and
established donors, or via their own increased finances. These nonprofits may opt to use
partnerships or collaborations with other agencies, private companies, or individuals to further
their mission. As economic instability increases, like the wake of a nationwide recession,
1

nonprofits witness steep drops in donations and cuts to grants from cash-strapped governmental
entities and people. In extreme cases, some nonprofits have been unable to fully meet the
demands for their services and/or were left to merge positions or downsize jobs. In fact, 48% of
nonprofits cut jobs in 2011 as a response to the economic fallout of the Great Recession (Frazier,
2011). In a 2010 survey of nonprofits, only 35% reported positive revenues, while 44%
indicated that they expected to merely break even and 26% expected a deficit at the end of the
year (Frazier, 2011). For all of these nonprofit organizations, uncertainty raises the serious
question of survival. Issues related to solvency highlight the need for innovative solutions in forprofit, nonprofit, and government organizations.

What Is a Social Enterprise?
Despite renewed interest in critical and scholarly research on social enterprise models, a
major issue in this area involves the number of definitions for social enterprise (Short, Moss, &
Lumpkin, 2009). Generally, social enterprises are entities that harness the power of enterprise
for a social purpose, by identifying and exploiting market opportunities in order to develop
products and services that can be reinvested in a social project (Lawrence, Phillips, & Tracey,
2012). Social enterprises can be housed within for-profit organizations as well as nonprofit
organizations. In the case of nonprofits, there is a revenue-generating component to the
nonprofit that allows the organization to gain financial incentives to generate additional revenues
for financial sustainability. For example, the Junior League of Greater Orlando, a 501(c)(3)
volunteer organization, operates a retail store called the Bargain Box. The Bargain Box sells
gently used merchandise at discounted prices to members of the Central Florida community. A
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small amount of the proceeds goes toward operations but a significant majority (about 90%) goes
to support Junior League charitable causes.
Other nonprofit organizations are starting businesses, including lawn care services,
artesian and clothing enterprises, retail stores, and the sale of produce as a means to support their
social programs. Examples of these social enterprises include Goodwill stores and the United
Way’s clothing and charitable food pantries. Both Goodwill and the United Way allow patrons
to purchase clothing and household goods, for example. Additionally, Goodwill and the United
Way take material donations from the public who are then sold at a small price to other patrons.
Proceeds go back into Goodwill and United Way’s operations to further their respective
missions. Another example of a social enterprise is REBUILD Globally, a nonprofit based in
Orlando and Port-au-Prince, Haiti, which sells leather sandals crafted by impoverished citizens
throughout Haiti. The money generated from their social enterprise goes toward REBUILD
Globally programs which offer vocational and educational training to Haiti’s most impoverished
citizens. The shoes are made by Haitian women and are sold to residents of Haiti and anyone
throughout the world.
Social enterprises are often constrained by having to satisfy dual objectives that drive the
nonprofit organization: social and financial. Social objectives emerge from the organization’s
mission (social value creation); social objectives vary widely and are dependent upon the sector.
Examples of social objectives include economic opportunities for the poor, employment for the
disabled, environmental conservation, education, human rights protection, and strengthening
civil society. Financial objectives focus on financial sustainability (economic value creation)
and vary according to the funding needs of the organization. Financial measures are drawn from

3

both private and nonprofit practice and include cost recovery of social service, diversifying grant
funding with earned income, self-financing programs, or making a profit to subsidize the
organization's operations.
Economic value creation (or financial sustainability) encompasses the economic value of
activities within the social enterprise and is easy to quantify and observe. Value is measured as
revenues, incomes, profit, and profit margin. Auerswald (2009) points out that economic value
is the exchange of valuable commodities involving monetary transactions while Dees (1998,
2004) contends that the profit a company produces can be used as a reasonable indicator for
value and the ultimate result of the indicator is organizational self-sufficiency. As such, social
enterprises are expected to be financially self-sufficient by generating adequate income to cover
their operating and social program costs without continued reliance on donor funding. In fact,
they are expected to subsidize the nonprofit at some point. Social enterprises are encouraged to
diversify income sources and adopt business-oriented resource management skills to ensure they
will be financially solvent. In order to maintain financial solvency, internal stakeholders require
information for the purposes of management. For example, board members and executives need
information about how portfolio management and commercial activity create financial stability
for their organizations.
While economic value creation is easily understood, social value creation, or the nonfinancial worth of activities within the enterprise, is more difficult to quantify. To be exact,
social value creation is the “growth and worth of positive externalities through activities claimed
by the enterprise” (Auerswald, 2009). Using the example of a nonprofit that has a paper
shredding company exclusively hiring persons with disabilities, the revenue a social enterprise
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company generates through its service is its economic value creation. The social value created is
that persons with disabilities are employed and earn a salary. The social value creation also
stems from fewer people receiving public assistance, combating homelessness, as well as helping
individuals with disabilities become financially independent while building self-esteem via
improved mental health (NAMI, 2014). Social enterprises can develop workers’ skills and
resume-building experiences not necessarily made available in traditional employment and may
help achieve workers’ sustained employment, increased earned wages, and additional gains such
as insurance and other benefits (Maxwell, Rotz, Dunn, Rosenburg, & Berman, 2013). Providing
meaningful employment and improved quality of life helps those in vulnerable and traditionally
underserved populations, including the disabled, the chronically homeless, the mentally ill, or
those transitioning out of foster care. If the community gains awareness and values the improved
quality of life made by companies, then these companies can be said to create social value.
There clearly is value, but the ability to quantify and measure that value is not clear.
Positive externalities, according to Auerswald (2009), create social value through
organizations engaging in activities that have impacts that extend beyond what is immediately
visible. For example, some of the social value created is what we do not see. In the example of
the shredding company, the invisible social value would include the increased self-worth and
independence enjoyed by the employees as well as reducing or eliminating dependence on public
assistance (which is also an effect of economic value creation). Social value creation via
independence may also encourage trust among donor and agency or buyer and seller.
Another example of a project that generated social and economic value is Project Shakti
located in Bangladesh, India and Sri Lanka. Project Shakti’s model involves building a
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distribution system through a network of female entrepreneurs thereby getting products directly
to consumers. This project’s response to the issue of poverty among women and children in
Bangladesh, India and Sri Lanka involves creating rural entrepreneurs in starting businesses and
improving living conditions in their regions—another example of economic value creation for a
nonprofit organization. The social value provides sustainable opportunities for underprivileged
rural women while also building their feelings of confidence and self-worth.
In addition to economic and social value creation, Zimmerman and Dart (1998) argue that
social enterprise also results in intended as well as unintended outcomes within the nonprofit
organization. The intended outcomes may include such things as providing financial security
and increasing independence. However, there may also be unintended consequences, such as
changes in organizational focus and culture, redefinition of the types of clients the organization
seeks to serve, branding, stakeholder perceptions, and donor/potential donor perceptions of the
organization. This adds to the complexity of measuring the net value of the social enterprise.
Nonprofits have started social enterprises in various industries, from technology to retail
to education; advocates for social enterprises may see them as a good fit for nonprofits by
allowing them to address social issues while benefitting from business solutions to maintain
financial solvency. The usefulness of a social enterprise brings value to the nonprofit sector.
However, other nonprofit agencies, academic experts, and donors worry those social enterprises
may lead to a nonprofit losing sight of its mission (“mission drift”) in favor of the financial
bottom line.

6

Need for the Study
The study provides a more comprehensive understanding of how social enterprises are
developed and the motivations of those who helm the nonprofit organizations that create them.
Because it is an emerging field of study, social enterprise still lacks the deep, rich, and
explanatory theories associated with a more mature area of research (Cukier, Trenholm, Carl, &
Gekas, 2011; Dees & Anderson, 2004). Furthermore, most of the supporting literature has been
qualitative in design, relying on case studies to tell the story of one or another social enterprise
model. The lack of quantitative research in the field leads to contrasting definitions and an
overreliance on anecdotal experiences of performance (Short et al., 2009). With more nonprofits
embracing social enterprise models as a response to financial pressures affecting the solvency of
a nonprofit, a quantitative research approach provides important information for those in
nonprofit organizations who are thinking of pursuing, or who are already running, a social
enterprise. This study brings a new and unique approach to scholarship on social enterprises,
using quantitative analysis to examine both social value creation and economic value creation.

Research Questions
To further understand the conditions surrounding social enterprises’ social and financial
performance and the value to the nonprofit that hosts the social enterprise, this study posits the
following research questions:
RQ 1. Under what organizational, financial and/or social conditions will a nonprofit
create social enterprise?
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RQ 2. Under what organizational, financial and/or social conditions will a social
enterprise enhance a nonprofit?
The research questions look at the impact of social enterprises and the motivations of the
nonprofit, providing a multi-directional understanding of the role of social enterprises in the
nonprofit realm.

Hypotheses
The general hypotheses are as follows:
Financial Impact
Ho1: The performance of the social enterprise will not have a positive effect on the financial
impact of a nonprofit organization.
Ha: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the financial impact
of a nonprofit organization.
Ha1: Financial impact of a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will have higher revenue
as a result of the performance of the social enterprise.
Ha2: The financial impact of a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will have lower
operational overhead as a result of the performance of the social enterprise.
Ha3: The financial impact of a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will have more
positive revenue streams as a result of the performance of the social enterprise.
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Social/Mission Impact
Ho2: The performance of the social enterprise will have no effect on the social/mission impact
of a nonprofit organization.
Hb: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the social/mission
impact of a nonprofit organization.
Hb1: The nonprofit will be able to serve more people as a result of the performance of
the social enterprise.
Hb2: The nonprofit will increase the percentage of program expenditures as a percentage
of the nonprofit total budget as a result of the performance of the social enterprise.
Hb3: The mission of the nonprofit will digress (move away from the original mission of
the nonprofit) as a result of the performance of social enterprise.
To test these hypotheses, data was collected from two sources:


Existing Internal Revenue Service (IRS) Form 990 (aka Form 990), required by
nonprofits that generate revenues in excess of $25,000 annually. Internal Revenue
Service Form 990 provides the public with financial information about a nonprofit
organization and requires significant disclosure of corporate governance, policies, and
mission and includes its Board of Directors.



Survey data generated by an original survey, distributed to Florida nonprofits that
measures the financial and social mission performance of the organizations as well as
general staffing data and CEO profile data.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

This section focuses on the current scholarly literature in the areas of social enterprise
and nonprofit organizations. First, this chapter defines what is meant by nonprofit organization
and social enterprise. Next, Chapter 2 explores what environmental factors may have led
nonprofit organizations in different sectors to embrace social enterprise models. The purpose of
this review is to provide a background on nonprofits and social enterprise. Finally, the
discussion is put into a theoretical context framed by institutional theory and organizational
theory including legitimacy and collaboration. Though social enterprise is an innovative
concept, and institutional theory has generally formed ideas through current and established
organizations, institutional theory can provide an understanding of why an organization would
make changes to its practices, and what impact results from these adaptations. What is the
reason a nonprofit creates a social enterprise and what is the impact on the performance of the
social enterprise on the nonprofit?

Defining the Non-Profit Organization
Technically, nonprofit organizations are defined by their classification granted by the
Internal Revenue Service (IRS) as a charitable organization under United States tax law. This
requires them to reinvest surplus funds in the organization in order to support or further a
specific mission (Anheier, 2005) of the nonprofit. Salamon (2003) views nonprofits from a
pluralistic and functional point of view, emphasizing that they allow people to work together to
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address human needs. Nonprofits have continuously tried to find a balance between its financial
operations and status as a tax-exempt organization and its functional purpose (social mission).
The IRS (2012) classifies a nonprofit organization as a charitable entity that is exempted
from income taxes and provides a charitable deduction to donors. The nonprofit tax status
applies to organizations that operate within one or more of the following categories:


Religious,



Charitable,



Educational,



Scientific,



Literary,



Public safety testing,



Sports competitions, or



Prevention of cruelty to animals and people (Anheier, 2005; IRS, 2016).

According to the IRS (2016), 501(c) (3) organizations are prohibited from supporting a
candidate. They may, however, provide information about candidates and policy issues.
Anheier (2005) also notes that a nonprofit’s functions can blur the lines between their public,
private, and governmental relationships. Within a traditional nonprofit, there are a number of
functions that distort the distinction between behavior as a for-profit business and nonprofit
organization. This blurring has resulted in the development of hybrid organization structures that
include social enterprises.
From an economic perspective, nonproﬁts are primarily deﬁned by their revenue
structure, specifically the tax-exemption for donors. However, financial pressures have led some
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nonprofits to include market-styled transactions; fees for service are now the largest source of
funding for nonprofits, especially larger ones such as universities and hospitals. Other nonprofits
continue to rely heavily on charitable contributions from donors and foundation grants for
sustainability. Examples of nonprofits that rely on contributions include performing arts centers
and nonprofit ballet companies, whose financial operating structure is largely contingent on
dollars raised annually through philanthropy. Social enterprises can contribute an additional
funding structure based on market transactions. Both charitable and market revenue streams can
be combined into one nonprofit social enterprise.
Despite the fact that they may be largely defined by economic factors, nonprofits
typically define themselves in terms of their mission. This leads to the second type of definition
of a nonprofit—the function of its mission or the “social value” the organization provides.
Anheier (2005) links the function of a nonprofit’s mission to its public service role or value and
offers a comprehensive list of public service values which is still salient among nonprofits across
the globe today:


The organization beneﬁts the public as a whole or a signiﬁcant segment of it;



The beneﬁciaries are not deﬁned in terms of a personal or contractual relationship;



Membership and beneﬁts should be available to all those who fall within the class of
beneﬁciaries;



Any private beneﬁt arises directly out of the pursuit of the charity’s objects or is
legitimately incidental to them;



Charges should be reasonable and should not exclude a substantial proportion of the
beneﬁciary class; and
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Services provided should not cater only to the ﬁnancially well off and should in principle
be open to all potential beneﬁciaries.
In other words, these principles circle back to Lawrence et al.’s (2012) definition of

nonprofits as engaging in social enterprise for a social purpose with the proceeds reinvested back
into public benefit services. While these principles are supported generally by anecdotal and
some quantitative evidence, they can and do provide helpful guidance and criteria on how to both
structure and govern the mission of a nonprofit with respect to a social enterprise. These
principles also provide guidance in the development of variables related to the mission of
nonprofits.

Defining the Social Enterprise
Social enterprise is a fairly new and emerging area of academic research, with most of the
literature relying on case studies to provide discourse in the field (Cukier et al., 2011; Nicholls,
2006). However, there is a limited amount of empirical and quantitative evidence that can assist
researchers in understanding the activities, purposes, and applications of social enterprises. This
limited scholarship presents a number of opportunities and challenges regarding social enterprise
scholarship. One challenge, as has already been noted, is the lack of consistency in defining
what a social enterprise actually is.
Social enterprise began as a response to the changing needs of nonprofits. Long before
the 2008 recession, which forced a number of besieged nonprofits to find alternative funding
sources, nonprofits struggled with raising enough money to support their missions. In the midto-late 1990s, nonprofits faced rising costs, competition for a smaller pool of grants and
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donations, and competition from for-profit companies entering the social sector (e.g., upstart
technology companies looking for a financial boost from private foundations). Nonprofits, in
turn, looked toward finding for-profit models to replace or modify sources of funding (Dees,
1998) and their definitions of social enterprise reflected these sources and sectors of funding.
Scholars in the field of social enterprise have turned their attention to the concept of
social enterprise in a number of ways, through case studies and limited data analysis. Some
scholars have analyzed nonprofits operating social enterprises using institutional theory (Chell,
2007; Dart, 2004) or social enterprise as means to secure new funding mechanisms (Dees, 1998).
Other scholars have explored social enterprise as an economic tool to provide a range of social
goals and commercial exchanges (Peredo & McLean, 2006). Harvard Business Review (2011)
coined the term for-benefit enterprise to designate an entity that is a hybrid between earned
income and service, describing this enterprise as the fourth sector of the economy, separate (but
with some interaction) from for-profit businesses, government, and nonprofits. The number of
concepts and definitions likely contributes to the limitations of study. Cukier et al. (2011)
analyzed several concepts, definitions, and ideas of social enterprises through research in order
to try to develop one definition of social enterprise that can accurately express its importance
across a number of sectors and nonprofit agencies. Table 1 illustrates some of Cukier et al.’s
work using content analysis and a typology of social enterprise spanning twelve years from 2000
to 2012. The literature has primarily focused on building a qualitative case to define social
enterprise. The case studies and qualitative reports captured the financial and social impact of
social enterprises, but lacked the quantitative accounts to fully assess the social, environmental,
and economic impacts of social enterprises. Dees (1998) states that while people can inherently

14

know what social value is, it is difficult to put it into to numerical contexts. This difficulty may
explain why so few studies have been quantitative (Dees, 1998, 2004).
Table 1
Selected Definitions of Social Enterprise (2000-2012)
Author(s)

Year

Atler

2006

Austin, Stephenson,
& Wei-Skillern

2006

Johnson

2000

Lawrence, Phillips, &
Tracey

2012

Nicholls

2006

Mair & Marti

2006

Zahra, Rawhouser,
Bhawe, Neubaum, &
Hayon

2008

Definition of Social Enterprise
Organizations in the middle of a continuum between traditional
nonprofits and for-profits, combining the social mission of
nonprofits and the profit mission of for-profits.
An innovative, social value-creating activity that can occur within
or across the nonprofit, businesses or government sectors.
It is emerging as an innovative approach for dealing with complex
social needs. With its emphasis on problem solving and social
innovation, socially entrepreneurial activities blur the traditional
boundaries between the public, private and nonprofit sector and
emphasize hybrid model of for-profit and nonprofit activities.
Entities that often reflect the need for enterprising for a social
purpose by identifying and exploiting market opportunities in order
to develop products and services that can be reinvested in a social
project
Entails innovations designed to explicitly improve societal
wellbeing, housed within entrepreneurial organizations that initiate,
guide or contribute to change in society.
Innovative models of providing products and services that cater to
basic needs (rights) that remain unsatisfied by political or economic
institutions.
Encompasses the activities and processes taken to discover, define
and exploit opportunities in order to enhance social wealth by
creating new ventures or managing existing organizations in an
innovative manner.

Despite increased interest in social enterprise, scholarly research has been challenging
because there is not a complete, go-to definition of the subject (Christie & Honig, 2006;
Weerawardena & Mort, 2006). As Table 1 demonstrates, definitions of social enterprise have
been developed in a number of different domains, including nonprofits, for-profits, the
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public/government sector, and combinations of all three. For example, some definitions limit
social enterprise to nonprofit organizations (Mair & Marti, 2006) while others open social
enterprise to both for-profit companies and nonprofit organizations (Austin, Stevenson, & WeiSkillern, 2006; Lawrence et al., 2012). Lyons, Townsand, Sullivan, and Drago (2010) emphasize
that the foundation of the typological disconnects in the definitions is due to the inability to draw
a distinction between ‘social enterprise’ and ‘earned income’; they stress that all earned income
generated by nonprofits are related to their mission. In addition, Lyons et al. note that this
income, derived from all sources and activities, directly and indirectly benefits the social
mission. Ultimately, this lack of agreement concerning what constitutes a social enterprise
undermines the legitimacy of social enterprise as a field worthy of scholarly research.
There is a benefit to society driving the creation of social enterprises while integrating
business skills. Lyons et al. (2010) contend that social enterprises are vehicles to be used for
pursuing social mission that utilize an earned income strategy. Valentinov (2008) notes that
social enterprises are organizations established for purposes other than generating a profit. There
are perspectives that tend to use revenue sources and mission as the key determining factors in
how social enterprises are be categorized. To that end, social enterprises are building wealth in
accord with a nonprofit social mission (Dart, 2004; Giddens, 1998).
While a unified definition of what constitutes a social enterprise remains elusive, there
are common criteria in the literature that characterize a social enterprise. The first criterion is the
concept of innovation, which is threaded through many of the definitions in Table 1. Innovation
is a tool to address some of society’s greatest social ills (Austin et al., 2006; Dees, 2011;
Johnson, 2000) or a mechanism for the establishment of new business models that support social
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change (Dees, 2004; Skoll, 2009). Nonprofit employees may state that this social change is
directly related to the mission or the social value of the organization (Farmer, 2008).
Another criterion that characterizes social enterprise is the concept of ‘change’. Change
is one of the primary motivators for establishing social enterprises; change can be the result of
organizational pressure stemming from increasing social problems (Bloom & Smith, 2010;
Bornstein, 2004; Santos, 2009), competition from other organizations (Alter, 2007; Clark,
Emerson, & Thornley, 2012), or as an answer to limited finances (Dees, 2001; Dees & Anderson,
2006).
A third criterion associated with social enterprise is the desire to enhance the well-being
of society. All of the definitions in Table 1 describe social enterprises driven primarily by the
common good of the community. This common good may be described as a ‘social value’
(Austin et al., 2006), as a ‘social need’ (Johnson, 2000), or as ‘social wealth’ (Zahara, 2008).
This study uses the definition of social enterprise developed by Lawrence et al. (2012);
this definition utilizes five distinct criteria to describe social enterprise and entrepreneurship.
Lawrence et al. define social enterprises as entities that identify and exploit market opportunities
in order to develop products and services that can be reinvested in a social project. The social
enterprise must be: mission-driven, acting entrepreneurially through social mission and value,
have legitimacy or introduce legitimacy for its organizations, have a culture of innovation and
openness, and develop and execute earned-income strategies in the hopes of being less dependent
on government funding and public donations.
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Conditions Motivating Social Enterprise Activities
It is important to know the conditions motivating social enterprise activities as they are
the foundation of the “why” of institutional theory that drives the creation and later performance
of social enterprises in nonprofits. Boschee (2006) identifies the six historical conditions that
drove the emergence of social enterprises in the United States:


Depleted reserves caused by the recession in the late 1970s,



Diminished support from the public sector,



Reduced giving by individuals and corporations,



Increased competition for grants and contributions,



Increased people in need, and



Dangerously frayed reputation of the nonprofit sector.

As a result of these conditions, the emergence of social enterprises responded to the
public’s increased desire for social change, as well as the need for nonprofits to diversify
financially. While federal spending on social programs declined in the 1970s, the demand for
social programs used by the public continued to increase (Eikenberry & Kluver, 2004).
Until the 1970s, nonprofits had relied on grants and government contracts to supplement
contributions. While nonprofits continued to rely on government funding, governments cut the
level of federal spending on charities (Eikenberry & Kluver, 2004). As a result of these spending
cuts, nonprofits were expected to find other sources of funding to support their organizations.
Executives of nonprofit organizations expressed reservations concerning how to close the
funding gap left by decreased government awards, if there were restrictions on how nongovernmental funding could be used, and how to comply with government tax law. These
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nonprofit executives mimicked the successful operations of the for-profits in order to gain more
funding and more access to resources.
The Great Recession of 2008, which officially lasted until 2011, led to a steep decline in
nonprofits’ confidence in fundraising conditions (Besel et al., 2011). When the recession first
occurred and donations dropped, nonprofit managers responded by instituting adaptive tactics,
such as layoffs or retrenchment, collaboration, and increased advocacy (Salamon, 2009). The
significant decline in donor giving was largely due to the decline of the housing market and the
corresponding credit crisis. Because people during this time were also experiencing a decline in
their incomes, annual giving campaigns, planned giving campaigns, and endowments all
dropped. For the 2009 ﬁscal year, the average investment return for college and university
endowments in the United States was 18.7%, the worst decline since 1974 (Besel et al., 2011).
Major gifts dropped signiﬁcantly in 2009 and capital campaigns at many nonproﬁts suﬀered
greatly (Besel et al., 2011). Salamon (2009) and Besel et al. (2011) believe that the decline in
gifts corresponds to the ‘wealth effect’. This refers to when donors, seeing their personal wealth
and investments decline, give less; these contributors forego contributing to nonprofits altogether
or give but only sporadically to those which are the most closely linked to a personal
commitment.
Another financial issue facing non-proﬁts during the Great Recession stemmed from
signiﬁcant job losses coupled with slow real income growth, leading to fears about rising
inﬂation, climbing interest rates, and retirement account adequacy. Economists warned that
Americans may have been too quick to declare the end of the Great Recession, which influenced
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giving by government and grant-making organizations. Nonprofits currently receive around 30%
of revenues from government grants and contracts (Frazier, 2012).

Social Mission
In addition to financial pressures, nonprofits experience institutional pressures related to
social mission that lead to concerns with nonprofits drifting away from its original social
mission. Bielefeld (2009) defines mission drift as a shift in institutional focus; in the case of
nonprofits, this means emphasizing financial goals over change social mandates. Drift occurs in
a number of ways, including changes in mission statement to focus more on monetary initiatives
or a different type of mission, moving from a nonprofit to a for-profit organization, changing the
tax designation of an organization, and adjusting to strategies and objectives. Lyons et al. (2010)
offer another term for mission drift—mission creep—and argue that a social enterprise should
grow at the same rate as the organization in order to avoid mission creep. For Lyons et al., if an
organization loses its intent and its direction, it is no longer fulfilling its mission.
Additionally, changes in mission occur in less visible ways, including changes to staff
directives, service outcomes, or service delivery. Social change or mission drift can become
problematic because of the amount of organizational change involved (Burke, 2002; Senior &
Fleming, 2006; Tuschman & Anderson, 2004). Bielefeld (2009) proposes detecting mission drift
through both visible changes as well as through day-to-day work activities; these activities
include training courses in best practices, a nonprofit organization making changes in its board of
directors or self-governance (governing away from nonprofit accreditation standards or
governing bodies). Nonprofits that engage in social enterprises should consistently measure
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changes to understand if social enterprises invoke positive (increases in revenue and additional
services to the community) or negative changes (organizational reputation, split culture and
decrease services to the community (Dart, 2004; Foster & Bradach, 2005).

Measuring the Impact of Social Enterprise Models
Measuring the impact and value of the social mission can be difficult for any organization
to achieve, mainly because of the difficulty with operationalizing “impact” or “social value.”
Bagnoli and Megali (2011) contend that it is difficult to evaluate organizational performance on
a social level because the measurement involves multiple profiles and dimensions including
social effectiveness, and institutional legitimacy (Bagnoli & Megali, 2011; Pardee, 2010). Social
effectiveness measures the impact of a nonprofit’s activities and services on the beneficiaries and
the community as a whole. The measure of social effectiveness is typically captured
qualitatively, using case studies and observational notes, while considering outputs and inputs
related to the socially responsible use of resources. However, some studies measure social
effectiveness by using easily quantifiable measures, such as size of donations and amount of
charitable contributions (Korosec & Berman, 2006; Ma & Parish, 2006; McDonald, 2007).
Alternately, institutional legitimacy measures the degree to which the enterprise has conformed
to legal requirements, the social enterprise own regulations, and the core mission statement
(Pardee, 2010). Institutional legitimacy may be related to innovation, competitiveness, social
inclusion, survival, service performance, cultural fit, and accountability and partnership
(Simmons, 2008; DTI, 2002, 2003).
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There are opportunities for further contributions to the social enterprise and
entrepreneurship literature by more carefully distinguishing between social enterprise as a
process or as an outcome. Studies that used social enterprise as a dependent variable are
concerned with the processes that are associated with more successful enterprises such as
financial gains, increased donations, and more marketability and visibility (Ma & Parish, 2006;
McDonald, 2007). When social enterprise serves as an independent variable, analysis focuses on
the organization’s social impact and ways in which it gives back to the community; the impacts
investigated in these studies included innovation and job creation (Borins, 2000; Harding, 2004;
McDonald, 2007).
In the literature there are expectations raised about social enterprises that may have
enough strength to combat institutional failures, unintended consequences of decisions, market
changes and adjustments, and economic downturns. Harvard Business Review (2011) contends
that social enterprises learn how to navigate their constraints as they become more experienced
(these constraints include a solid understanding of public policy, economic accounting practices,
professional services, and financial markets). Montgomery, Dacin, and Dacin (2012) emphasize
that a nonprofit can continue to navigate their constraints through acquiring support and
resources (e.g., support networks, finances) through collective action; collective action requires
the sharing of alliances to increase purchasing power and to build new skills. Collective action
allows nonprofits to create new solutions for old problems, particularly when leveraged by longstanding organizations like the United Way, Habitat for Humanity and PeaceWorks
(Montgomery et al., 2012). These assumptions constitute the foundation in this study that there
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is an important difference between the performance or impact of a social enterprises and the
social and fiscal success of a parent nonprofit.

Social Enterprise Critiques in the Literature
There are solid questions related to the social enterprise system and how nonprofits are
handling challenges within the social enterprise including competition, structure, adapting to
changing economic and social environments, and employee retention and satisfaction. For
example, there is a perception by some small businesses that there is unfair competition because
a nonprofit may already be an established agency with resources of their own. The Seedco
Policy Center (2007) notes that social enterprises may take a larger piece of a limited customer
base that is shared by competing smaller for-profits that may already be struggling. Seedco
(2007) further suggests that in acting like a small business, a social enterprise may set itself up
for failure because they force nonprofits to choose between financial imperatives and mission
success if the organization’s structure and priorities contradict each other. Another critique
involves how social enterprises adapt to challenging situations as they develop. Andersson
(2012) warns that social enterprises may face numerous challenges in creating value socially and
economically and these competing imperatives may result in internal turbulence and disruption,
especially on the part of board members and volunteers. Perhaps social enterprise as the new
“hot topic” in nonprofit may cause many organizations to establish models without
understanding the level of resources and commitment it takes for success and, therefore,
nonprofits may have difficulty in thoughtfully following the steps to make the social enterprise
fully-functional.
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A different critique points to the employees who work for the social enterprise.
Employee satisfaction, retention, and personal economic growth and employability relate directly
to one of the social mission incentives that a social enterprise creates. For example, in a study
conducted by Maxwell et al. (2013), researchers found several key barriers and operational
challenges associated with social enterprises. The first challenge was that social enterprises are
unable to invest a large amount of resources aimed at developing employees’ soft skills or skills
sets they may lack due to their ‘hard-to-serve’ populations. Maxwell et al. recognized that
organizations outsource and rely on other organizations to provide this training, which makes
coordinating trainings difficult. As a result, employees may not receive the necessary skills and
training and the training employees did receive failed to meet organizational needs. A second
challenge noted by Maxwell et al. is that most social enterprises do not possess the capability to
effectively use data in support of their operations. Organizational staff may have collected data,
but were less likely to use the data to provide strategic direction related to the business
environment as well as employee performance or outcomes for in addition to employees’
employment prospects after separating from the social enterprise. Finally, Maxwell et al. found
that the number of issues that social enterprises faced depends on the number of higher-skilled
positions created and utilized by each organization; their study found that social enterprises face
increased implementation challenges in training employees with higher skill levels.

Small Business and Enterprise Overview
Social enterprises located within nonprofits may be what start-up businesses (start-ups)
are to the for-profit industry. Similar to social enterprises, small businesses and start-ups depend
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on a number of factors for success and growth. Both start-ups and social enterprises are
particularly vulnerable in the first few years after their establishment. Because the characteristics
of a start-up are very similar to those of a social enterprise, it is useful to highlight the research
on start-ups and their trajectory of success and failure; such research may also identify additional
characteristics associated with a social enterprise’s success or failure.
Small firms have a number of motivating factors influencing their birth. Watson,
Hogarth-Scott, and Wilson (1998) cited a number of individual entrepreneurial qualities
connected to starting a business; these characteristics include the experience, personality, family
environment, and social norms of the entrepreneur. Parker, Arthur, and Inkson (2004) argue that
the business sector norms, leads to the success or failure of any entrepreneurial activities. Unger,
Rauch, Frese, and Rosenback (2009) later argued for the importance of the aforementioned
norms as paramount to the success of the business arguing that young firms are more likely to
find success when they adapted social norms and human capital characteristics (bonding through
loyalty and shared experiences) related to their tasks. Cardon, Stevens, and Potter (2009)
analyzed the mistakes and misfortunes associated with failed small businesses and found that
such failures were equally attributed to both miscues and misfortunes of the business and
entrepreneur. Cardon et al. classified mistakes as follows:


Poor business planning/modeling,



Financial mismanagement,



Unrealistic expectations,



Personal hubris,



Financial (not driving enough revenues), and
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Unreliable and non-credible innovation.

They continued to classify misfortunes as follows:


Market forces,



Lack of external funding,



Lack of internal funding,



Timing of the product, and



Unrealistic external expectations.
It is important to tie in small business missteps with social enterprises because they can

provide some context and best practices to how, why, and to what scale nonprofits start a social
enterprise. Social enterprises are business startups for the nonprofit and often have similar
concerns regarding set-up, funding, revenue, resource procurement, and staffing. For-profit
businesses have similar institutional paths as social enterprises in its beginnings and also have
concerns related to sustainability, solvency, and growth that social enterprises do. Small
businesses bear a comparison to social enterprises as nonprofits learn how to create, guide, and
try to make successful their social enterprises. For example, a nonprofit thinking of creating a
social enterprise may use a for-profit small business model like TOMS Shoes to influence its
decisions. TOMS is a company that makes and sells shoes at a luxury price point sold by higherend retailers (i.e., Nordstrom, Bloomingdales). TOMS then gives a portion of its sales to
designated charitable causes. Its mission, “buy one, give one” is used all over its branding
campaigns and TOMS ownership is committed to using its profits to support causes from hunger
to clean drinking water in developing nations. TOMS would be a best practices example of a
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start-up business that uses traditional entrepreneurship to build solutions for a recognized
problem. A nonprofit who is starting a retail social enterprise would look at the TOMS model as
a guide for institutional best practices in order to duplicate its success.

Theoretical Overview
Literature related to social enterprise and entrepreneurship generally falls into two
general categories: practitioner-based and theory-based. One theoretical approach that has
emerged from social enterprise scholarship is the economic approach—as the financial market
falls; nonprofits are practically required to find a strategy to generate more revenue (Sinitsyn &
Wesibrod, 2002). These normative solutions of social enterprise scholarship focus on financial
solvency and strategic planning, as well as the diversification of revenue streams (Dees,
Emerson, & Economy, 2001).
A theoretical approach associated with social enterprise scholarship materialized from the
area of organizational theory. The process of starting a social enterprise, from an organizational
theory perspective, is thought to consist of two stages: (a) generating promising ideas, and (b)
developing promising ideas into attractive opportunities (Dees, Anderson, & Wei-Skillern,
2002). Dees et al. (2002) view the normative development of social enterprises in terms of social
needs and assets. Normative needs are defined as communities’ specific experience with what is
a “normal” experience such as parks, recreational facilities, transportation, and health and
wellness facilities. They are what you would expect to find in a community in order for it to
survive and thrive. Part of normative development is the ability to gather resources, even if the
needs for certain resources change. Examples of resources are beds that are gathered for
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homeless shelters, or suits donated to a Dress for Success program, or leather goods for a
shoemaker program. These normative developments often overlap with social needs. Social
needs are those in demand that arise to meet a particular problem or addresses a concern
(Alexander, 2000). For example, a low-income woman who is looking for work may be in need
of professional interview clothing, but she unable to purchase at a traditional store. This is where
the gathering of resources and the establishment of a neighborhood Dress for Success program or
Goodwill program comes in. Assets may be actual funding of the project or any other resource
that is procured to help meet unmet needs through services.
Furthermore, nonprofit organizations that engage in social enterprises may collaborate
with other organizations to help procure these resources. Both private and public sectors, use
collaboration as a means of protecting the nonprofit against risks within the environment
(McLaughlin, 1998) in addition to resource development. Collaborative efforts provide
resources as stated by normative development of organizational theory. The collaboration allows
access and attainment of resources, which also can lead to competitive advantages for smaller
and upstart social enterprises. Social enterprises use that collaboration to provide the benefit
(through the social mission or social value) through the dissemination of goods and services to
the community. Organizational collaboration provides these functional aspects, but the why and
how collaboration is used is related to legitimacy.
Legitimacy is the core of institutional theory that examines organizational behavior and
the relationships of institutions in their field (Scott, 2003; DiMaggio, & Powell, 1983).
Legitimacy is defined as conditions reflecting cultural alignment, normative support, or
consonance with relevant rules or laws (Scott, 2003).
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Within the context of social enterprise, legitimacy is defined as the congruence, in
multiple stakeholder judgments, of an organization’s perceived actions with their expectations of
its performance (Nicolls, 2000, 2006). There are two types of institutional legitimacy: (a)
normative legitimacy, defined as the approval of professionals within the field where institutions
operate (for example, approval of a nonprofit board to continue the enterprise or donations made
to the enterprise by donors) and (b) cognitive legitimacy, defined as the forced conforming to
templates for routines and actions (for example, the development of social enterprise rules based
on other best practices in the field (Scott, 2003)). Traditionally, the importance of legitimacy
emerges from its role in justifying the existence of an organization (Maurer, 1971). Legitimacy
can result in continuity of services within an organization because resources will likely be given
to those groups perceived as desirable (Suchman, 1995). And conversely, organizations will
experience challenges regarding access to resources if deemed illegitimate. So if nonprofits want
its social enterprises to be recognized as a legitimate innovation, it needs to produce value
through services provided for the social mission as well as increase financial performance
through revenues, and profits. If these gains are not made, then the social enterprise could be
seen as not legitimate. Therefore, the social enterprise conditions may not aid the parent
nonprofit in its financial or social value.
Delving into the heart of institutional theory, social enterprises also embody the
commercialization and legitimacy of the nonprofit sector as a result of an isomorphic attraction
by the dominant market institution (Dart, 2004). There is value in discussing isomorphism
because of the way that it can describe why and how social enterprises are ultimately formed by
nonprofits. When there is some type of shift in normal practices—such as government funding
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being cut, or recessions leading donors to pull back their donations, it can force a nonprofit to
make a change. A social enterprise is an isomorphic response to the pressures and/or changes in
the nonprofit. Isomorphism was first defined as a constraining process in which a unit is forced
to resemble other units that face the same environmental conditions (Hawley, 1968). DiMaggio
and Powell (1991) extended this idea with the argument that isomorphism also happens when
outside forces (e.g., government laws, rules and regulations) force a unit or organization to
change. Isomorphism takes hold in three ways: (a) when new organizational forms rise to meet
multifaceted challenges or pressures, (b) when the organization ensures that it has coordinated,
deliberate and specific goals, and (c) when the organization diffuses the structures creating
legitimacy or complete isomorphism (Tolbert & Zucker, 1995).
There are three types of complete isomorphism: (a) coercive, (b) normative, and (c)
mimetic (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991; Scott, 2003). Coercive isomorphism occurs when
organizations want to gain legitimacy through operations and people within the organization
(DiMaggio & Powell, 1991; Scott, 2003), normative isomorphism focuses on the concept of
professionalism; professionalism is a condition that exists when organizational members define
the conditions and methods of their work in order to establish legitimacy behind organizational
autonomy (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991), and mimetic isomorphism occurs when environmental
uncertainty causes the organization to develop adaptive systems that have been perceived as
successful by other organizations (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991; Scott, 2003). An example of
mimetic isomorphism is adoption of best practices. Out of the three sets of pressures—coercive,
normative, and mimetic—mimetic is what most social enterprises encompass, as many social
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enterprises arise from nonprofits mimicking for-profit business structures in an effort to gain
legitimacy.
As was the case between the late 2000s and early 2010s, when fiscal and environmental
conditions were very difficult, managers and leaders of nonprofits little choice but to respond to
political, social, and economic pressures in order to maintain their legitimacy and survival. A
social enterprise represents an innovative concept that had morphed into a prescribed norm and
practice that nonprofits use to maintain their legitimacy and survive. This was one reason for the
birth of the social enterprise (Scott, 2003). Where the old institutional theory was concerned
with tradition and the norms of a traditional business/corporation, social enterprise is an
innovation that has become the new institutional theory.
Therefore, environmental pressures associated with the Great Recession (e.g., layoffs,
elimination of funding streams, cuts to governmental funding, cuts to foundational grants, and
poor donation levels) coupled with social pressures (i.e., changes in mission and values, cuts in
the number of people served, changes to the types of social services provided) lead to different
types of isomorphism (Scott, 2003). Mimetic, coercive, and normative isomorphism may take
their cues from social pressures; coercive and normative isomorphism are defined by the
organizational methods of autonomy, networking with others, and operating from internal
positions of social authority and power (DiMaggio & Powell, 1991; Suman, 1995; Tolbert &
Zucker, 1995). Their pressures are likely to be influenced by, or influential to, professionalism
and power as exhibited by all three methods of isomorphism. Economic pressures generally are
defined by mimetic isomorphism with respect to adapting rules and processes related to financial
models. This is especially important when discussing social enterprise, as financial and social
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performance ultimately hinges on building enterprise models like a for-profit to survive
environmental pressures (Scott, 2003).
The hypotheses are derived from the theoretical concepts described above and address the
question – why would a nonprofit create a social enterprise and what is the expected impact of
the social enterprise performance on the nonprofit?
Ho: The performance of the social enterprise will not have a positive effect on the
financial impact of a nonprofit organization.
Ha: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the financial
performance of a nonprofit organization.
Overall, if social enterprises are successful, which is the goal; they will drive high
financial performance for the nonprofit organization (Scott, 2003). The main goal of a social
enterprise is to respond to external economic pressures faced by the nonprofit and drive new
revenue, cutting or eliminating organizational debt, and decreasing dependence on government
and public grants, contracts and donations. Economic pressures drive isomorphism in nonprofits
in the sense that they are responding to the environment (Tolbert & Zucker, 1995). The
responses develop social enterprises that likely involve mimicking for-profit or other successful
organizations (Scott, 2003). Social enterprises are developed to foster legitimacy that leads to
high production of financial performance. This also applies to the social value and impact:
Ho2: The performance of the social enterprise will have no effect on the social/mission
impact of a nonprofit organization.
Hb: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the
social/mission impact of a nonprofit organization.
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If social enterprises are successful, they will also drive high social performance for the
nonprofit organization. Nonprofits can respond to environmental and social pressures by
creating a social enterprise. By creating the social enterprise, this will help the nonprofit
financially to broaden or sustain its social mission. Social enterprises are designed to foster
legitimacy that leads to high production of social and mission-oriented performance.

Summary of Literature Review
This chapter defined what is meant by nonprofit organization and social enterprise and
presented details concerning the environmental conditions that incited social enterprise
development, including a discussion on economic and social pressures facing nonprofits to
develop social enterprises. Finally, the organizational forms and measurement potential of social
enterprises in the literature was explored.
There are some distinguishable characteristics between for-profits and nonprofits.
Nonprofits have a history rooted in helping the community, individuals or groups in need or
producing services and goods for the common person. The social enterprise is seen as a hybrid
between the social mission of the nonprofit and the business practices of the for-profit. With a
new definition of what constitutes a social enterprise, researchers can begin to explore a whole
new set of questions on social enterprise value and support from foundation to full
implementation and development.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
Chapter 3 presents the research methodology applied in this study. The research design
is first introduced, followed by the research study sample and instrumentation, then finally the
protocols, data collection, and variables are discussed. Use of extant data along with information
generated from a survey provides the data for this study.

Research Design
This exploratory study utilized a quantitative non-experimental research design to
determine whether social enterprises have positively influenced social and financial performance
of nonprofits over the course of a selected three-year period (2011-2014).

Population and Sample
Using Guidestar, we started with 12,499 Florida nonprofits with annual gross receipts of
at least $200,000. This criterion was selected because the desirability of having additional and
available funds for a nonprofit to begin a social enterprise. Therefore, only those nonprofits with
at least $200,000 in annual revenue were to be studied. This universe was cut down to 887 after
weeding out all nonprofit organizations that did not operate social enterprises that met the
definition used in this study. Next, organizations were excluded if they had multiple 990s such
as hospitals, educational institutions, and foundations. This was done to omit organizations with
extraordinarily large operations and governance structures, which are often complex and do not
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operate social enterprises within the definition parameters used in this study. A nonprofit
organization may have more than one 990, but only engage in one social enterprise. The
eliminations were only for entities with more than one 990—and 990s are not indications of like
social enterprises. Ruling out multiple 990s decreases the number of complex financial
institutions so there is a more apples to apples comparison. Foundations were excluded, as they
entities that disseminate funding, not receive it. After this third cut, 628 nonprofit organizations
were remaining that were sent requests for study participation. Out of the 628 that were sent
requests, 252 responded to the study, leaving a final 40.1% response rate.

Instrumentation
In order to get data that has the most information from nonprofits related to their financial
performance, an adapted survey was used. An existing survey was selected because it used
reliable data on financial performance, as these questions have already been developed and tested
for other surveys; the survey was not time consuming to develop, it was inexpensive, and it had
limited room for bias or error on the parts of the researcher and respondents. The survey used in
this study was adapted from a survey instrument developed by the Association of Fundraising
Professionals (AFP) and used as part of the Non-Profit Research Collaborative (NRC; Appendix
A). The NRC measures and compiles data related to financial performance, giving/charitable
contributions, grant making, operational activities, and performance. The AFP consists of
individuals and organizations that support the philanthropic efforts of charitable institutions. The
AFP survey has been modified over time, a result of feedback provided by respondents, creating
a valid measurement tool. Social enterprises and traditional nonprofits are represented among
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the AFP membership of over 300,000 individuals throughout the world. Many nonprofits are
organizational members or have individual membership in their respective Florida AFP chapters.
The Non-Profit Research Collaborative (NRC) consists of seven member organizations
(including the AFP) dedicated to charitable giving, fundraising, and best practices in the field.
The NRC collects data from its collaborating partners for benchmarking purposes. Surveys are
conducted twice a year, usually in January and February, regarding activities that occurred in the
prior calendar year. Since 2008, the NRC has conducted surveys that include robust breakout
reports of specific issues and trends in the field.
The AFP survey includes closed format questions that produce either nominal or interval
data, yielding pre-coded results that were then entered into a spreadsheet. The following
measures from this survey were used: total expenses used, administrative overhead as part of
operational expenses, and types of fundraising/funding. The researcher developed additional
questions related to social enterprise activities, with data on both financial and social mission
activities. Respondents answered seven open-ended questions that were based on the AFP
survey related to the nonprofit organization. These questions included:
1. How many years has your organization been in operation?
2. What is the size of your organization’s yearly budget/Organizational Gross Receipts
based upon the current fiscal year (in dollars)?
3. How many full time equivalent employees are employed?
4. How many years has the current CEO held that position?
5. How long has the organization engaged in a current social enterprise or earned
program service income activities (indicate in years)?
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6. What is your organization’s Operational Overhead (in dollars)?
7. What is the net profit of your Social Enterprise(s) (in dollars)?
Respondents to these open-ended questions were asked to determine specific numerical
measurements that may be useful in answering the hypothesis. Data from the above open-ended
questions were imported into SPSS and transformed into different variables to allow for
consistency among variables when conducting the regression. The researcher created ordinal
categorical variables for each open-ended question. One other question, does your organization
currently actively engage in social enterprise or earned program service income activities that
have been in operation for more than one year, was a dichotomous variable, as the only answers
were “yes” and “no.”
The following three questions were derived from the corresponding 990 forms to account
for the specific amount related to separate areas of revenue—fundraising events, grants, and
general donations. The survey requested answers shown in groups as they related to the
percentage of revenue from general fundraising events, grants and general donations.


What is the total revenue derived from general fundraising events?



What is the total revenue derived from specifically classified grants?



What is the total revenue derived from general donations, annual campaigns, and/or
major gifts?

Pilot Test
Before implementing the actual survey, a pilot study was conducted in February, 2015.
The pilot consisted of 11 respondents in the target group. The nonprofits selected varied in
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sector (e.g., healthcare, arts, human organizations), while the survey itself also underwent an
appraisal by the researcher; the appraisal system consisted of a set of codes to describe question
features ultimately designed to identify question design features that may contribute to response
error. The pilot study documented problems in design and identified possible revisions. The
responses gathered during the pilot study were overwhelmingly positive; minor questions were
modified to provide additional clarity as well as to reduce redundancy.

Data Collection
Again, self-reporting responses have been checked against the existing data from the
990s. Once the respondents and their corresponding 990 were matched, each respondent and
organization was given the same random respondent ID in an attempt to limit researcher bias.
Close attention was paid to the open-ended questions related to money as this was deemed the
most likely questions susceptible to bias. Data from both sources were entered into the original
MS Excel spreadsheet and then compared. Overall, responses and 990s were generally in line
with each other, with no monetary responses being more or less than 1% of a difference between
the two. The same questions were asked on the surveys that were on the 990s because it was a
way to improve validity of the data related to self-reporting. Since there is a potential selfreporting bias related to surveys, and because there is potential for 990 answers to be unreported,
underreported, or unclear, if answers of respondents lined up with answers from the 990s, the
research data is believed to be as accurate as possible.
Information about the nonprofits included in this study was collected from Guidestar, a
website that collects and makes available digitized versions of the 990, which is mandatory for
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nonprofits to file every year if their annual revenues exceed $25,000. A completed IRS Tax
Form 990 details financial information of the nonprofit as well as information pertaining to board
membership, political activities, and basic operational data. One of the key areas of the 990 tax
form reveals other enterprises undertaken by the nonprofit, indicating that the organization has a
social enterprise. The 990 tax form also collects information about the focus of the organization
(e.g., arts, health and social services, technology), assets, liabilities, revenues, and debts, as well
as board membership/size, board salary (if there is any), and identification of nonprofit
Executive Director/President/CEO, nonprofit leadership team (naming the C-Suite members) and
their salaries.
The data collected from the Guidestar website corresponded to fiscal years 2011-2012,
2012-2013, and 2013-2014 filing periods. In this study, an average was created from the threeyear fiscal periods as examining the average helps smooth over any spikes from social
enterprises that just started; or to account and adjust for the different timeframe of established,
startup, or mid-length social enterprises so that apples to apples comparisons are made. This
study is looking at these three years in the life of the nonprofit with a social enterprise and that
gives a good snapshot of analysis without redundancy. This perspective technique was used in a
number of research studies (Dees, 2004).
The survey and letter of request (Appendix C) was sent in April 2015 via email (using a
link) to the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) of each identified organization; CEOs have the
greatest institutional knowledge of the organization, including economic and social trends.
Sending the survey to a single high-ranking individual within the organization avoids the
problem of duplication or confusion that might occur when additional people at one organization
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gather and submit to the researcher information about the organization. Only one response per
organization was required and requested. A maximum of three mailings of survey were sent to
the CEOs of organizations identified in this study. The first round of mailings occurred in midApril 2015, the second round at the end of April 2015, and the third round on May 15, 2015.
The last day to complete the survey was on May 31, 2015. Two organizations requested an
extension to complete the survey; the closing date to complete the survey was then extended to
June 15, 2015 to accommodate requests. In an ideal world, power would be at 95%; however,
due to the financial and time constraints of the researcher, the target power was reduced to 80%.
Letters were sent to the following AFP chapters (Table 2) detailing the survey and requesting
support of the survey.
To be clear, the survey was disseminated to nonprofits using the contact information
available on their 990, however, nonprofit members were encouraged to participate in the survey
and thus maximize response rates. Survey answers remained confidential but not anonymous to
the researcher. Confidentiality remained throughout the process of matching the 990s to the
financial data of the survey was undertaken, as the researcher had to know what survey to match
with each 990, but these survey answers were coded with a respondent ID to be confidential to
anyone not associated with the research of this study.
The 990 provided organizational information such as name, address, gross receipts for the
year, individuals employed, number of volunteers, mission statement, summation of grants,
fundraising costs and revenue, taxable income and expenses, among other areas. The validity of
the self-reporting responses has been checked against the existing data from the 990s. Each
respondent was identified prior to sending out the survey as the AFP chapters gave a list of
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members who agreed to participate as well as their contact information and nonprofit
organization; 990s were gathered based on this information.
Table 2
AFP Chapter and Corresponding Surrounding Areas
Name of Chapter

Surrounding Area

AFP West

Pensacola and west panhandle surrounding area

AFP Southwest

Sarasota/Manatee

AFP Central

Orange, Seminole, Lake, Osceola counties

AFP Suncoast

Tampa/St. Petersburg and surrounding area

AFP Miami

Metro Miami

AFP Florida First Coast

Jacksonville/St. Augustine and surrounding area

AFP Palm Beach

Palm Beach county

AFP Big Bend

Tallahassee and east panhandle surrounding area

AFP Fort Lauderdale/Broward

Fort Lauderdale and Broward counties

AFP Everglades

Naples/Ft. Myers and surrounding southwest area

AFP Treasure Coast

Martin and St. Lucie counties

AFP North Central

Gainesville/Alachua county and North Central area

AFP Indian River

Indian River county and Vero Beach

AFP Space Coast

Melbourne

AFP Nature Coast

New Port Richey

AFP Greater Polk

Polk County

AFP Charlotte Harbor

Port Charlotte, Punta Gorda, North Port, Cape Coral,
Englewood, Boca Grande, Arcadia

AFP Volusia/Flagler

Volusia and Flagler counties

Revenue data collected from the 990 was from the “Program Service Revenue” section,
located in Part VIII (line items A-F when applicable) and from “Other Program Revenue,” also
located in Part VIII. The Program Service Revenue section details the revenue amassed through
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services provided by the nonprofit. A social enterprise will traditionally be in this section under
line items A-F. If it is in line items A-E, the service will be listed. Line item F is ‘Other
Program Revenue’ for revenue that falls outside of traditional service lines. Nonprofits must
also enter a business code under this section. Schedule O also was examined, as it provided
additional narrative explanations (not costs) of the items in other program revenue. ‘Other
Revenue’ section details revenues amassed from investment income, rental income, fundraising
events, gaming events and inventory sales. For nonprofits that have retail businesses, their
revenues are put in this ‘Other Revenue’ section. Column “C,” under ‘Unrelated business
revenue’ was also examined, as nonprofits were thought to possibly use this to report social
enterprises and their related revenues in this section. No relevant information was located in the
‘Unrelated Business Revenue’ area. No contradictory information was reported lines in the
‘Program Service Revenue’ lines A-F either. In the event that there may have been contradictory
information, an examination alongside the survey to see which line matched would have been
performed and ultimately the data would be with the item that matched. If the survey did not
match either, then a deferral to program revenue in the 990 would occur, as this was information
given to the IRS and that information legally needs to be as accurate. All information collected
through the 990 filing and survey was merged into SPSS software for data analysis. To reiterate,
the 990s and surveys were requesting similar or the same information as a failsafe to prevent
self-reporting bias on the part of the survey or answer any missing or convoluted details in the
990. The researcher was simply trying to account for as much accurate data as possible.
This project employed an estimation of ordinary least squares (OLS) regression to test the
presence of relationships such as the relationship between social enterprises and their financial
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and social mission. The theoretical assumptions suggested in this study are that social
enterprises have already been developed as part of the condition of survival.
The desired sample size achieved in the study was 250 respondents. A power analysis
was conducted to determine the number of organizations needed in the study. The primary
model was examined using multiple regression. The α for this test was set to .05 and the desired
power is .80 with a medium effect size. The actual n achieved was 252, slightly above desired
sample size.
The data set included both the 990 and a survey from each organization in the analysis.
An MS Excel spreadsheet documented the organizations that completed a 990 and received a
survey, along with the name of the CEO/President/Executive Director of the organizations, and
primary contact information for each organization. The spreadsheet also tracked who responded
to the survey, the date of response, and the response rate of the surveys in the data set. In an
additional Excel spreadsheet organizations were coded using a unique ID and responses of the
data related to each question were recorded. Surveys and data collection processes were
approved by the University of Central Florida Institutional Review Board (IRB) prior to the start
of data collection (Appendix D).

Data Analysis

Variables and Their Definitions
The following is a list of variables in the study as well as their definitions. To be clear,
nonprofits and social enterprises are identified and treated as separate entities. This study looks
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only at nonprofit organizations and only their social enterprises. All the social enterprises are
considered nonprofit in structure. Complete project coding schemes related to the survey appear
in Appendix C. Table 3 shows all study variables: dependent, independent, and control.
Table 3
Study Variables
Name of Variable

Type of Variable

Total Annual Expenses of Non-Profit

Dependent

Operational Overheard (as part of revenue and expenses of Non-Profit Social
Enterprise)

Dependent

General Revenue of Non-Profit Organization

Dependent

Total Number of Programs operated by Non-Profit

Dependent

Number of People Served by Non-Profit

Dependent

Program Expenditures of Non-Profit

Dependent

Mission Change of Non-Profit

Dependent

Social Enterprise Net Profit

Independent

Type of Social Enterprise Activity of Non-Profit Social Enterprise

Independent

Social Enterprise Earned Income as reported by Non-Profit

Independent

Services Setting (Urban/Rural) location of Non-Profit

Control

Region of Non-Profit Organization

Control

Type of Organizational Programs of Non-Profit

Control

Organization Fiscal Year of Non-Profit

Control

CEO Tenure of Non-Profit

Control

CEO Background of Non-Profit

Control

Structure of Non-Profit Social Enterprise

Control

Number of Employees of Non-Profit Organization

Control

Number of Employees of Social Enterprise

Control

Age of Non-Profit Social Enterprise

Control

Age of Non-Profit

Control

44

Dependent Variable Definitions
Dependent variables are those that are proxy for the success of a social enterprise. These
include:
Total annual expenses of the nonprofit refer to the total expenses reported on the fiscal
year end IRS 990 filings in US Dollars.
General revenue of the nonprofit organization refers to the total cash assets reported on
the fiscal year end IRS 990 filings (not including buildings, real property or land) in US Dollars.
Operational overhead of the nonprofit organization is the operational-related expenses
needed to move along operations, including overhead reported at fiscal year-end in US Dollars.
Total number of programs of the nonprofit organization represents the total number of
service programs. (Continuous)
Number of people served by nonprofit refers to the number of individuals that were
recorded as receiving services by the nonprofit annually and unduplicated. Variable answered as
open-ended, but coded in categories to be done in concert with the NRC survey (NRC, 2014)
categorizing its survey variables. This was to model consistency with the patterned survey.
(Open-ended, Continuous variables coded as: 0=1-50; 1= 51-100; 2=101-150; 3=151-200;
4=201-250; 5=251-300; 6=301-350; 7=351-400; 8=401-450; 9=451-500; 10=501 and above).
Program expenditures of nonprofit refer to the nonprofit expenditures of programs in the
nonprofit. This does not cover the operational overhead of the nonprofit. This refers to the
program related activity only in US Dollars.
Mission change of nonprofit refers to if the mission of the nonprofit ever changed over
the course of the time period as studied (usually referred to as yes=1 or no=0) and reported by
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analysis to mission statement of nonprofit. The mission change must result in change that is
substantial, or that significant changes the entire context and meaning of the mission. This may
include adding terminology, subtracting terminology, or modifying terminology to account for
new individuals served, new values assessed, through a new mission. Does not include minor
word changes (i.e. ‘a’, ‘the’, ‘an’).

Independent Variable Definitions
The independent variables for the study are those characteristic of the social enterprise
that contribute to the effect of the nonprofit. These variables reflect the conditions of the social
enterprise and most readily indicate the social enterprise’s contribution to the financial health of
the nonprofit. These include:
Type of social enterprise indicates the type of social enterprise a nonprofit organization
has. The study only looked one social enterprise. For example, does the organization provide
consulting service; run a store; operate a service-oriented business? (Coded as: 0= Thrift Store;
1= Restaurant/Café/Catering; 2=Property Management; 3=Print/Copy Service; 4= Clerical
Services; 5= Consulting Services; 6= Manufacturing; 7=Information Technology;
8=Landscaping/Ground Maintenance; 9= Staffing Service; 10= Retail other than Thrift Store;
11= Packaging/Distribution; 12= Agriculture/Farming; 13= Construction; 14= Employee
Assistance Program; 15= Housing Rehabilitation; 16= Janitorial/Cleaning Services; 17= Other
(please specify))
Social enterprise earned income refers to the percentage of annual earned income derived
from the nonprofit’s social enterprises in US Dollars.
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Social enterprise net profit refers to the amount of net profit derived from the social
enterprise (Social Enterprise Total Revenue minus Total Expense and Operational Overhead) (in
US Dollars).

Control Variable Definitions
The control variables are used to control for several conditions that may affect the
relationship between nonprofit financial and social performance and its social enterprise. These
variables need to be held constant so as to ensure that changes in the dependent variable are not
due to external conditions. Holding those constant allows the isolation of the independent
variable on the dependent variable.
Services setting is a self-reported geographic determination of service location indicated
as urban, rural, or mixed urban and rural areas. (Coded as 0= Predominantly urban setting; 1=
Predominantly rural setting; 2= Mixed Urban/Rural Setting)
Type of organizational programs of nonprofit refers to the category of programs a
nonprofit organization offers. (Coded as: 0= Arts, Culture, and Humanities; 1= Education; 2=
Environment and Animals; 3= Health; 4= Human Services; 5= International, Foreign Affairs; 6=
Public, Societal Benefit; 7= Religion Related; 8= Mutual/Membership Benefit; 9= Unknown,
Unclassified)
Organizational fiscal year refers to the fiscal year of the organization. (i.e. January 31December 31; July 1-June 30). (Coded as: 0=July-June; 1 January-December; 2=Other)
CEO tenure in a nonprofit is the length of tenure in years within the position of the head
officer of the respondent nonprofit (this does not include any previous position tenure) and the

47

experience is not transferrable between jobs. Only measured the tenure of the studied nonprofit
organization. Variable answered as open-ended, but coded in categories to be done in concert
with the NRC survey (NRC, 2014) categorizing its survey variables. This was to model
consistency with the patterned survey. (Open-ended, Continuous variables coded as: 0=0-5
years; 1= 6-10 years; 2= Over 10 years)
CEO background of nonprofit refers to the type of educational and professional
experience a CEO holds (i.e. Social Services or Business or other). Variable answered as openended, but coded in categories to be done in concert with the NRC survey (NRC, 2014)
categorizing its survey variables. This was to model consistency with the patterned survey.
(Coded as: 0= Social services related (psychology, sociology, criminology, etc.); 1= Business
related (marketing, accounting, etc.); 2=Other)
Structure of nonprofit social enterprise refers to the legal and business formation of the
social enterprise. (Coded as: 0= Social enterprise is department or profit center within parent
organization with staff and leadership integrated and shared; 1= Social enterprise is department
or profit center within parent organization with separate and distinct staff and perhaps leadership
(separate manager of unit); 2= Separate for-profit entity; 3= Other)
Number of employees of nonprofit organization refers to the total number of employees
working for the nonprofit organization. Variable answered as open-ended, but coded in
categories to be done in concert with the NRC survey (NRC, 2014) categorizing its survey
variables. This was to model consistency with the patterned survey. (Open-ended, Continuous
variables coded as: 0=1-50; 1= 51-100; 2=101-150; 3=151-200; 4=201-250; 5=251-300; 6=301350; 7=351-400; 8=401-450; 9=451-500; 10=501 and above)
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Number of full-time equivalent employees of a social enterprise refers to the total number
of employees that are working with a social enterprise. Variable answered as open-ended, but
coded in categories to be done in concert with the NRC survey (NRC, 2014) categorizing its
survey variables. This was to model consistency with the patterned survey. (Open-ended,
Continuous variables coded as: 0=1-50; 1= 51-100; 2=101-150; 3=151-200; 4=201-250; 5=251300; 6=301-350; 7=351-400; 8=401-450; 9=451-500; 10=501 and above)
Age of nonprofit organization refers to the number of years from the organization’s
founding to present. Variable answered as open-ended, but coded in categories to be done in
concert with the NRC survey (NRC, 2014) categorizing its survey variables. This was to model
consistency with the patterned survey. (Open-ended, Continuous variables coded as: 0=0-10
years; 1=11-20 years; 2=21-30 years; 3=31-40 years; 4=41-50 years; 5=51-60 years; 6=61-70
years; 7=71-80 years; 8= 81-90 years; 9=91-100 years; 10= Over 100 years)
Age of social enterprise refers to the number of years a social enterprise has been in
existence. Variable answered as open-ended, but coded in categories to be done in concert with
the NRC survey (NRC, 2014) categorizing its survey variables. This was to model consistency
with the patterned survey. (Open-ended, Continuous variables coded as: 0=1-12 months (1
year); 1= 13 months to – 24 months (2 years); 2= 25 months- 36 months (3 years); 3= 37
months-48 months (4 years); 4= 49 months - 60 months (5 years); 5=More than 60 months (5
years)
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Inferential Statistics
Upon completing the descriptive analysis and univariate analysis, the next stage will be to
employ multiple regression analysis to estimate the impact of the social enterprises on
nonprofits. A .05 two-tailed level of significance will be used, as it is not assumed that there will
be a positive relationship.

Justification for Multiple Regression Analysis
There are several reasons why multiple regression analysis was proposed in this study.
First, it produces information that is easily interpretable. Second, a number of social studies
employ regression models to measure relationships between the independent and dependent
variables. Third, and perhaps the most important, the regression analysis can isolate factors that
best explain an organization’s success or failure when moving forward in developing a social
enterprise. The influence social enterprises (x) have on nonprofit performance as measured by
financial outcomes (y) is the overarching prediction. When used correctly, multiple regression
analysis can evaluate several variables and their relationships to each other in a statistical model.

Assumptions
Multiple regression tests often rely on several assumptions of variables and their
relationships. The tests are conducted to see whether the models meet the assumptions. If they
do not, then the test is likely to result in a Type I or II error or over/underestimation of size,
ultimately rendering the results untrustworthy. While this project will take great steps toward
meeting assumptions formed by proper design of the study, the following assumptions are those
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built on violations of the variables. These are normal distribution, linearity of variables, and
homoscedasticity.
A normal distribution of error terms and residuals is assumed in regression. If there are
outliers or highly skewed or kutotic variables, the relationship may be distorted. Visual
inspection as well as reviewing the skewness, kurtosis, and P-plots of each variable will establish
whether there is a normal distribution. Additionally, the Kolomgorov-Smirov tests will be
implemented to provide inferential tests of normality. If there are issues, they often can be
resolved by removing outliers via statistical software, or through transformations. Because
removing outliers is not always desirable, square root, log or inverse transformations can be used
to improve normality.
Linearity is another important criterion when conducting multiple regression analysis as
this test can only accurately predict where the relationship is linear. To detect such non-linearity
a visual examination of residual plots will be conducted prior to using multiple regression
analysis. These plots are available in SPSS statistical software that will be used for the analysis
to determine a linear relationship. Additionally, variance inflation factor (VIF) collinearity tests
are performed to also see if the data meets the homoscedasticity assumption. VIF tests are the
reciprocal of the tolerance statistics. Tolerance is the indication of the percent of variance in the
predictor that cannot be accounted for by the other predictors. The VIF is 1/tolerance and a VIF
value greater than 5 is generally considered evidence of multicollinearity and a cause for
concern.
The issue of homoscedasticity means the variance of errors is the same across the
spectrum of independent variables. If variance of errors is different for the independent
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variables, then there is an issue of heteroscedasticity. If heteroscedasticity is small, then it likely
will not have much of an effect on significance, but if it is larger, it can lead to distortion of the
findings and a Type I error. To combat this, residual plots found in statistical tests can be used
as a visual examination. If the plot points are scattered evenly around the line, it meets the
homoscedasticity assumption, but if it is scattered in a different pattern, additional tests can be
performed for heteroscedasticity.

Summary
This quantitative methods research used both a survey (primary data) and reported
(secondary) data to conduct analyses to test multiple hypotheses. Using multiple regression
analysis, this analysis sought to determine whether there are differences in the financial and
social mission performance outcomes between traditional nonprofit organizations that have a
social enterprise. The IRS Form 990s also were examined as a way to measure validity of the
responses and were found to have similar answers to the responses (less than 1% variation). The
responses produced a 40.1% response rate across the questions, with a low rate of missing data.
All variables had a high enough level of response that they could be used in the statistical model.
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS AND RESULTS
Introduction
Chapter 4 presents the study findings, organized into three main sections. The first
section contains the exploratory research and analysis, including the descriptive statistics for
participants in the study. The second section summarizes results and analysis of the findings as
related to each hypothesis. Finally, the third section presents a discussion and analysis of the
additional exploratory data and analysis.

Exploratory Analysis

Descriptive Data
There were 252 parent nonprofit organizations that responded to the survey out of 628
surveys distributed, representing a response rate of 40.1%. First, a review the parent nonprofit
organization descriptive variables will be discussed followed by an evaluation of the social
enterprise descriptive data.
As depicted in Table 4, the over half nonprofit organizations are located in predominately
urban settings; 32.5% are located in a mixed urban and rural setting, with the remaining 17% in a
predominately rural setting.
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Table 4
Descriptive Statistics-Organization Setting
Organization Setting

Frequency

Percent

Predominately Urban Setting

127

50.4

Predominately Rural Setting

42

16.7

Mixed Urban/Rural Setting

82

32.5

a.

The deviation of n is due to 1 respondent that did not respond to the question

In addition, Table 5 shows the 11.5% of responding organizations were from the Central
region of the state, followed by the Suncoast and Miami regions with a little over 8.3%. This
distribution is not surprising as these three areas—Central, Suncoast, and Miami—contain three
of the largest metropolitan areas in the state of Florida and are home to the majority of the
nonprofits in the state.
Table 6 displays the programs offered with participating nonprofit organizations and the
distribution of these programs across organizations. The programs that are most strongly
represented across organizations include Human Services (18.3%) and Public/Societal Benefit
(15.9%) while the programs least likely to be made available to students include
International/Foreign Affairs (6.7%) and Religion (7.1%).
In Table 7, referring to the age of the organization, about 32.9% of respondents indicated
that their organization has been around for 11-20 years, with 21% stating that the organization
was established within the last 10 years or less. Most organizations (59.5%) may be classified as
small in size, reporting only 50 full-time employees or less with a median number of employees
of 26.3.
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Table 5
Descriptive Statistics – Region of Organization
Frequency

Percentage of Regions of
Organization

West (Pensacola/West Panhandle)
Southwest (Sarasota/Manatee)

10

4.0

5

2.0

Central (Orange/Seminole/Lake/Osceola)

29

11.5

Suncoast (Tampa/St. Petersburg)

21

8.3

Miami (Metro Miami)

21

8.3

First Coast (Jacksonville/St. Augustine)

16

6.3

Palm Beach (Palm Beach County)

20

7.9

Big Bend (Tallahassee/East Panhandle)

15

6.0

Fort Lauderdale/Broward

13

5.2

Everglades (Naples/Ft. Myers/Southwest)
Treasure Coast (Martin/St. Lucie)

15

6.0

3

1.2

15

6.0

16

6.3

9

3.6

20

7.9

6

2.4

11

4.4

6

2.4

251a

99.6

Region of Organization

North Central (Gainesville/Alachua
county and North Central area)
Indian River (Indian River/Vero Beach)
Space Coast/Melbourne
Nature Coast (New Port Richey)
Greater Polk County
Charlotte Harbor (Port Charlotte/Punta
Gorda/North Port/Cape
Coral/Englewood/Boca Grande/Arcadia)
Volusia/Flagler
Total
a.

The deviation of n is due to 1 respondent that did not respond to the question
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Table 6
Descriptive Statistics – Classification of Non-Profit
Organizational Programs
Classification of Organizational
Programs

Frequency

Percentage of Total
Programs

Arts, Culture, and Humanities

28

11.1

Education

32

12.7

Environment and Animals

34

13.5

Health

30

11.9

Human Services

46

18.3

International/Foreign Affairs

17

6.7

Public, Societal Benefit

40

15.9

Religion

18

7.1

Mutual/Membership Benefit
Total

7
252

2.8
100

Table 7
Descriptive Statistics – Length of Organization in Years (Age)
Years of Organizational
Operation
0-10

Frequency
53

Percentage of
Organizations
21.0

11-12
21-30
31-40

83
39
32

32.9
15.5
12.7

41-50

22

8.7

51-60

6

2.4

61-70

4

1.6

71-80

7

2.8

81-90

2

.8

91-99

4

1.6

Total

252

100
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Table 8 shows the number of full-time employees (FTEs) of a nonprofit organization.
Most organizations may be classified as small in stature as a majority (59.5%) of them only had a
range between 1-50 full-time employees with a median FTE of 26.3.
Table 8
Descriptive Statistics – Full-Time Employees
Years of Service in
Organization
1-50

Frequency
150

Percentage of
Employees
59.5

51-100
101-150
151-200

49
10
5

19.4
4.0
2.0

201-250

8

3.2

251-300

5

2.0

301-350

6

2.4

351-400

7

2.8

401-450

4

1.6

8
252

3.2

500 and above
Total

100

Table 9 examines CEO background. Specifically, 78.2% of the organization’s chief
executive officers had a background in some type of social services related field, with 20.2%
having a business background and the remaining 1.6% had some other type of educational
background—religion was listed frequently in the other category.
Table 10 shows the social enterprise entities run by the responding nonprofit
organizations. The three most frequent types are thrift store, restaurant, and retail (non-thrift
store). Twenty-five percent of the social enterprises operate a retail entity that is not a thrift
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store, 12.7% are thrift stores, and 11.9% are a restaurant/café or catering service. Even though a
nonprofit may have more than one social enterprise, only the main social enterprise was selected
to be included in the study.
Table 9
Descriptive Statistics – CEO Background
CEO Background

Frequency

Percent

Social services related (psychology, sociology,
criminology, etc.)

197

78.2

Business related (marketing, accounting, etc.)

51

20.2

Other

4

1.6

Total

252

100

Table 11 relays the size of the annual budget of the average of the nonprofit in US dollars
over the course of three fiscal years. The size of the nonprofit organization annual budget
generally fell between $200,000-$4,999,999 (41.7%), with 19.4% falling between $5,000,000$9,999,999 and 14.7% of the budgets higher than $50,000,000.
Table 12 looks at nonprofit organizational overhead as gathered as an average from the
self-reported survey and Form 990. Over 70% of organizations have less than $5,000,000 in
overhead costs. Respondents have indicated that their nonprofits do not have a tremendous
amount of overhead in the company which may point to nonprofits using a significant amount of
monies made to go back to direct programmatic support and less for administrative overhead or
operations.
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Table 10
Descriptive Statistics – Social Enterprise Entities Run by the
Non-Profit
Social Enterprise Activity

Frequency

Percent

Thrift store

32

12.7

Restaurant/café/catering

30

11.9

Property/management

12

4.8

Print/copy service

10

4.0

9

3.6

13

5.2

7

2.8

Information technology

11

4.4

Landscaping/ground
maintenance

10

4.0

Staffing service

11

4.4

Retail other than thrift store

63

25.0

Packaging/distribution

10

4.0

Agriculture/farming

5

2.0

Construction

6

2.4

Employee Assistance Program

9

3.6

Housing rehabilitation

8

3.2

Janitorial/cleaning services

4

1.6

Other

2

.8

Total

252

100

Clerical services
Consulting services
Manufacturing
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Table 11
Descriptive Statistics –Non-Profit Organizational Budget Size
Non-Profit Organizational
Budget Size

Frequency

Percent

200,000 – 4,999,999

105

41.7

5,000.000 – 9,999,999

49

19.4

10,000,000 – 14,999,999

12

4.8

15,000,000 – 19,999,999

7

2.8

20,000,000 – 24,999,999

11

4.4

25,000,000 – 29,999,999

5

2.0

30,000,000 – 34,999,999

8

3.2

35,000,000 – 39,999,999

4

1.6

40,000,000 – 44,999,999

10

4.0

45,000,000 – 49,999,999

4

1.6

50,000,000 and above

37

14.7

252

100

Total

Finally, Table 13 shows the fiscal years of the organizations. They were about even with
fiscal years occurring from January to December (48.2%) and June to July (46.2%) with the
remaining 3% expressing a different fiscal year: August-July (N=3), June-May (N=3), OctoberSeptember (N=2), and December-November (N=1). Nonprofits sometimes use June to July to
coincide with government grant annual year or foundation year to make their grant reporting
system easier.
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Table 12
Descriptive Statistics–Non-Profit Organizational Overhead
Organization’s Operational
Overhead

Frequency

Percent

200,000 – 1,000,000

73

29.0

1,000.001 – 2,000,000

24

9.5

2,000,001 – 3,000,000

22

8.7

3,000,001 – 4,000,000

28

11.1

4,000,001 – 5,000,000

26

10.3

5,000,001 – 6,000,000

17

6.7

6,000,001 – 7,000,000

8

3.2

7,000,001 – 8,000,000

6

2.4

8,000,001 – 9,000,000

2

.8

9,000,001 – 10,000,000

2

.8

44

17.5

252

100

Over 10,000,000
Total

The second stage of the analysis involved reviewing each variable within the data set to
ensure it was normally distributed. Descriptive statistics were compiled for each variable, along
with a histogram and normal box plots to visually inspect the distribution of the responses.
Skewness and kurtosis were also reviewed for each variable. While these normality tests suggest
that survey responses were normally distributed without severe outliers, several variables had to
be transformed using the square root in order to be normalized. The transformed variables are in
the hypothesis testing. These are: Number of FTEs, CEO Background, Organizational Budget
Size, and Net Profit of Social Enterprise.
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Table 13
Non-Profit Organizational Fiscal Year
Fiscal Year
July-June
January - December
Other
Total

Organizations
(N)
118
123
9
250

Organizations
(%)
46.8
48.8
3.6
99.2

a. The deviation of n is due to 2 respondents that did not respond to the question

Hypothesis Testing

Financial Impact
The hypotheses that examine financial impact include:
Ho1: The performance of the social enterprise will not have a positive effect on the financial
impact of a nonprofit organization.
Ha: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the financial impact
of a nonprofit organization.
Ha1: Financial impact of a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will have higher revenue
as a result of the performance of the social enterprise.
Ha2: The financial impact of a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will have lower
operational overhead as a result of the performance of the social enterprise.
Ha3: The financial impact on a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will be more
revenue streams as a result of the performance of a social enterprise.
Since neither of the predictor variables has a variance inflation factor (VIF) greater than 5
(no VIFs are greater than 1.459 in either model), there are no apparent multicollinearity
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problems; in other words, there is no variable in the model that is measuring the same
relationship/quantity as is measured by another variable or group of variables.
One measure of financial performance can be phrased as the following question: does
having a social enterprise translate into more revenue for the nonprofit organization? To answer
this question, a multiple regression model was created to determine if there was higher revenue
as a result of the performance of a social enterprise. Total Revenue was the dependent variable.
All control variables were entered into block one and the independent variable of Net Profit of
Social Enterprise was entered into another block. The R2 values are summarized in Table 14.
Table 14
Total Revenue Model
Change Statistics
Std. Error
of the
Estimate

R2
Change

F
Change

df1

df2

Sig. F
Change

R

R2

Adjusted
R2

1

.438a

.192

.168

3.40127

.192

8.206

7

242

.000

2

.443b

.196

.169

3.39930

.004

1.280

1

241

.325

Model

When only the control variables are listed in the model, the model explains about 19.2%
of the variance within the Total Revenue dependent variable. Table 14 is a model that depicts a
common multiple regression with one set of variables in model 1 and the same set with the
additional variable in model 2. The model shows contrasts by estimating the initial model and
then altering it to include a new independent variable. The net profit becomes the control
variable when added to model 2. With Net Profit variable in model 2, the model only increases
.4% to 19.6% to explain the variance of organizational budget size by the net profit of the Social
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Enterprise Predictor variable. The probability of the F-statistic (1.280) in the second model
associated with the addition of the independent variables to the regression analysis containing the
control variables is less than 0.05, less than or equal to the level of significance of 0.05. The first
model is significant but the second model that introduced the predictor variable is not significant.
Looking at Table 15 (Model 1), the regression perimeter estimates for variables examined
were found to be statistically significant. Region of Organization reported β = -.111; SE = .053;
p = .039; Number of FTEs reported β = .285; SE = .091; p = .002; Types of Organizational
Programs reported β = .020; SE = .096; p = .000.
Model 2 in Table 15 notes the results when Net Profit of Social Enterprise was added as a
control variable. Here, there is moderate statistical significance for the variable Region of
Organization (β = -.115; SE = .054; p = .020). This is the only variable in the model that is
statistically significant. The other variables that were significant in model 1 are not in model 2
after the inclusion of social enterprise net profits in model 2. These variables report the
following regression parameter results in model 2: Number of FTEs reported β = .283; SE =
.091; p =.625; Types of Organizational Programs reported β = .020; SE = .097; p = .223; and
Years of organizational operation reported β = .118; SE = .123; p =.452.
In Model 2, Net Profit of Social Enterprise has a p-value of .059, which is higher than the
.05 significance level. Therefore, we would fail to accept null hypothesis and reject Ha1:
Financial impact of a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will have higher revenue as a result of
the performance of the social enterprise.
The second hypothesis in the financial performance section states that the financial
performance of a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will have a lower operational overhead as
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a result of the performance of the social enterprise. The third hypothesis in the financial
performance section states that the financial performance of a nonprofit that has a social
enterprise will have more revenue streams as a result of the performance of a social enterprise.
Table 15
Variable Correlations for Total Revenue and Social Enterprise Net Profit
Model
1

2

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Std.
Error

Standardized
Coefficients

(Constant)

2.182

.686

/

3.182

.002

Services Setting

-.410

.287

-.098

-1.431

.074

Region of Organization

-.111

.053

-.144

-2.079

.039

CEO Tenure

1.123

.291

.012

3.859

.102

CEO Background

.806

.516

.100

1.561

.120

Number of FTEs

.285

.091

.190

3.130

.002

Type of Organizational
Programs

.020

.096

.234

.207

.000

Years of Organizational
Operation

.118

.123

.062

.957

.002

(Constant)

2.106

.689

/

3.059

.002

Services Setting

-.426

.287

-.102

-1.486

.352

Region of Organization

-.115

.054

-.149

-2.144

.020

CEO Tenure

1.136

.291

.109

3.903

.813

CEO Background

.801

.516

.099

1.553

.098

Number of FTEs

.283

.091

.189

3.109

.625

Type of Organizational
Programs

.012

.097

.237

.125

.223

Years of Organizational
Operation

.118

.123

.062

.958

.452

Net Profit of Social
Enterprises

.119

.066

.066

1.131

.059

Descriptor
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t

Sig.

Again, multiple regression technique is used to analyze the hypotheses in this section.
For Ha2, the nonprofit organization operational overhead is the dependent variable. The first
block consists of the control variables as the independent variables and the second block controls
for those and uses Net Profit of the Social Enterprise as the independent variable. Looking at
Table 16, in Model 1 the R2 was .203 and in Model 2 the R2 was .209. The first model was
significant with p = .000. The second model was not significant with p = .058. This means that
when adding operational overhead into the new model, it does become a significant predictor.
Table 16
Operational Overhead Model
Change Statistics

Model

R

Adjusted
R2

2

R

Std.
Error of
the
Estimate

R2
Change

F
Change

df1

df2

Sig. F
Change

1

.451a

.203

.177

3.26335

.203

7.646

8

240

.000

2

b

.209

.176

3.16402

.006

.951

2

238

.058

.458

In examining Table 17 and the correlations and coefficients, the first model found to be
significant type of organizational programs (β = -.056; SE = .093; p = .000). In the second
model, the regression added net profit in a social enterprise. The variables that are significant
were: Region of Organization β = .189; SE= .052; p= .000; Type of Organizational Programs β
= .048; SE= .093; p = .000; and CEO Tenure β= .800; SE= .282; p = .005.
Net Profit in a Social Enterprise in this model holds a β=-.021; SE= .072; p = .059. The
p-value is greater than 0.05 and, therefore, one can conclude that the financial performance of a
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nonprofit that has a social enterprise will not have a lower operational overhead as a result of the
presence of the social enterprise.
The third alternative hypothesis related to the financial impacts of a social enterprise on a
nonprofit states the financial performance of a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will have
more revenue streams as a result of the performance of a social enterprise. Multiple regression is
used to analyze the hypotheses in this section. For Ha3 total revenue streams of the nonprofit
constitute the dependent variable. The first model consists of the control variables and the
second model has the Earned Income of the Social Enterprise independent variable. Looking at
Table 18, in Model 1 the R2 was 58.8% of the variance and in Model 2 the R2 was 61.5% of the
variance; a change of 2.7. The first model is significant with a p-value of .000. The second
model is not significant, with a p-value of .060.
In the second model the regression parameter estimates show the changes in statistically
significant variables when adding net profit in a social enterprise. These variables are: Type of
Organizational Programs β = -.113; SE = .055; p = .000; Years of organizational operation β = .255; SE= .102; p = .000; Organization fiscal year β = .365; SE = .087; p = .014; CEO Tenure β
= -.236; SE = .052; p= .015; and CEO Background β = -.125.
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Table 17
Variable Correlations for Operational Overhead and Social Enterprise Net Profit

Model
1

2

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Std.
Error

Standardized
Coefficients

3.127

.702

/

4.457

.000

Services Setting

.064

.275

.016

.232

.783

1.414

Region of
Organization

.193

.052

-.260

-3.742

.121

1.450

CEO Tenure

.795

.795

.172

2.823

.085

1.115

CEO Background

.855

.855

.110

1.715

.088

1.238

Number of FTEs

.145

.145

.027

1.637

.103

1.444

Type of
Organizational
Programs

-.056

.093

-.035

-.605

.000

1.034

Years of
Organizational
Operation

.280

.119

.153

2.348

.019

1.274

Organizational
Fiscal Year

.708

.380

.111

1.863

.064

1.073

(Constant)

3.464

.365

/

9.245

.000

/

Services Setting

.052

.051

.076

-1.486

.352

1.522

Region of
Organization

.189

.047

-.067

-2.144

.020

1.599

CEO Tenure

.800

.063

-.148

3.903

.813

2.232

CEO Background

.872

.044

-.095

1.553

.098

1.181

Number of FTEs

.141

.050

-.070

3.109

.625

1.704

Type of
Organizational
Programs

-.048

.063

-.207

.125

.223

2.248

Years of
Organizational
Operation

.295

.063

-.714

.958

.452

1.527

Organizational
Fiscal Year

.722

.380

.114

1.899

.059

1.057

Net Profit of
Social Enterprises

-.021

.072

.066

1.131

.059

1.946

Descriptor
(Constant)
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t

Sig.

VIF

Table 18
Total Amount of Revenue Streams Model
Change Statistics
Std. Error
of the
Estimate

R2
Change

F
Change

df1

df2

Sig. F
Change

R

R

Adjusted
R2

1

.767

.588

.574

.66136173

.588

43.334

8

243

.000

2

.785

.615

.601

.64018952

.028

17.339

1

242

.060

Model

2

In examining the correlations and coefficients in Table 19 the first model shows the
following variables as statistically significant: Services Setting β = .102; SE = .051; p = .022;
Region of Organization β = -.114; SE = .032; p = .020; Years of organizational operation β = .274; SE = .021; p = .002; and Organizational Fiscal Year β = .215; SE = .082; p = .024.

Social Mission Impact
The following hypotheses that relate to the social/mission impact:
Ho2: The performance of the social enterprise will have no effect on the social/mission
impact of a nonprofit organization.
Hb: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the
social/mission impact of a nonprofit organization.
Hb1: The nonprofit will be able to serve more people as a result of the performance of
the social enterprise.
Hb2: The nonprofit will increase the percentage of program expenditures as a result of
the performance of the social enterprise.
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Hb3: The mission of the nonprofit will change (moving away from the original mission
of the nonprofit) as a result of the performance of the social enterprise.
Table 19
Variable Correlations for Social Enterprise Net Profit and Revenue Streams

Model
1

Standardized

Coefficients

Coefficients

B

Std. Error

Beta

T

Sig.

2.846

.358

/

Services setting

.102

.051

.122

2.144

.022

Region of organization

.114

.032

.172

2.181

.020

-.064

.057

-.088

-1.224

.342

-.274

.021

-.078

-1.457

.002*

.215

.082

.109

1.672

.024

.056

.147

.027

.588

.355

CEO Tenure

-.044

.063

-.039

-1.422

.488

CEO Background

-.036

.022

-.957

.325

(Constant)

3.377

.265

-.046
/

7.521

.000

Services setting

.068

.042

.076

1.541

.125

Region of organization

.014

.457

.071

1.252

.232

-.113

.055

-.232

-2.109

.000*

-.255

.102

-.425

-1.565

.000*

.365

.087

.168

1.021

.014

Number of FTEs

-.012

.068

-.071

-1.224

.254

CEO Tenure

-.236

.052

-.192

-1.215

.015

CEO Background

-.125

.068

-.085

-1.199

.075

.126

.012

.222

3.507

.433

(Constant)

Type of organizational
programs
Years of organizational
operation
Organizational fiscal
year
Number of FTEs

2

Unstandardized

Type of organizational
programs
Years of organizational
operation
Organizational fiscal
year

Social Enterprise Net
Profit
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6.821

.000

One measure of social performance is the relationship between more individuals served
and the social enterprise. Do more people receive services as a result of the performance of the
social enterprise? For Hb1, a multiple regression model was created to determine if more people
could be served as a result of the performance of the social enterprise. People Served was the
dependent variable. The R2 values are summarized in Table 20:
Table 20
People Served Model

R

Adjusted R

Std. Error of Sig. F

Model R

Square

Square

the Estimate Change

1

.803

.644

.632

.59424290

.000

2

.845

.714

.703

.53415087

.187

In Table 20, Model 1, the R2 was 64.4% of the variance and in Model 2 the R2 was 71.4%
of the variance; a change of 7%. The first model is significant but the second model is not
significant. In Table 21, the first model found the following variables to be significant: Type of
organizational programs (β = -.175; SE = .051; p = .007), Number of FTEs (β = -.218; SE = .044;
p = .030) and CEO Background (β = -.091; SE = .041; p = .028). In the second model, the
regression added social enterprise activity. The only variable that was significant was Region of
Organization (β = .123; SE= .040; p= .002). Social Enterprise Activity in this model holds the
following regression parameter statistics: (β = -.587; SE = .041; p = .321). This is not
significant. Therefore, there is not enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis. Instead, the
conclusion is that the nonprofit will likely not serve more people as a result of social enterprise
performance.
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The second hypothesis in the social/mission performance section relates to the
expenditures of a program of a nonprofit and the relationship with the social enterprise activities.
Will social enterprise activities be a predictor in a program having more expenditure that may
ultimately directly go toward individuals served?
Looking at Table 22, in Model 1 the R2 is 39.6% of the variance and in model two the R2
was 42.2% of the variance for a change of 2.6%. Model 1 is significant but Model 2 is not
significant.
In examining Table 23, the first model holds the following regression parameter statistics
to be significant: Region of Organization (β= .145; SE = .057; p = .012), Number of FTEs (β = .216; SE = .055; p = .000) and CEO Background (β = .563; SE = .052; p = .000). In the second
model, the regression again added social enterprise activity. In this model, Number of FTEs (β =
-.301; SE = .060; p = .000) and CEO Background (β = .503; SE = .054; p = .000) were found to
be significant. Social Enterprise Activity in this model holds the following regression parameter
statistics: (β = .306; SE = .094; p = .781). This is not significant. Thus, according to the
evidence presented, nonprofit program expenditures will not increase as a result of social
enterprise performance.
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Table 21
Variable Correlations for People Served and Social Enterprise Activity

Model
1

Unstandardized

Standardized

Coefficients

Coefficients

B

Std. Error

t

Sig.

.243

Beta
/

(Constant)

-1.212

-4.989

.000

Services setting

.235

.049

.235

4.818

.078

Region of organization .191

.045

.209

4.222

.221

-.175

.051

-.172

-3.457

.007*

.032

.055

.028

.578

.564

.560

.049

.575

11.507

.546

Number of FTEs

-.218

.044

-.233

-4.992

.030*

CEO Tenure

.028

.055

.028

.514

.608

CEO Background

-.091

.041

-2.209

.028*

(Constant)

-3.604

.339

-.092
/

-10.621

.000

Services setting

.306

.043

.306

7.110

.605

Region of organization .123

.040

.135

3.079

.002*

.105

.054

.103

1.950

.052

-.028

.048

-.025

-.585

.559

.568

.042

.583

13.444

.585

Number of FTEs

-.056

.042

-.059

-1.326

.186

CEO Tenure

.260

.054

.253

4.780

.325

CEO Background

.024

.038

.024

.632

.528

-.587

.041

-.581

-8.994

.321

Type of organizational
programs
Years of
organizational
operation
Organizational fiscal
year

2

Type of organizational
programs
Years of
organizational
operation
Organizational fiscal
year

Social Enterprise
activity
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Table 22
Program Expenditure Model

R

Adjusted R

Std. Error of R Square

Sig. F

Model R

Square

Square

the Estimate Change

Change

1

.629

.396

.376

.78784950

.396

.049

2

.649

.422

.400

.77261136

.026

.235

The third hypothesis in the social/mission performance section relates to the actual
mission of the nonprofit and if it is changing via the relationship with the social enterprise
activities. Will social enterprise activities be a predictor in a nonprofit changing its mission or its
social direction?
In Table 24, Model 1 has the R2 was 61.1% of the variance and in Model 2 the R2 was
69.8% of the variance; a change of 7.7%. Neither model is significant. Therefore, there is not
enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis. Also, because neither model is significant, there is
no evidence to support that social enterprise activity results in a mission change.
Nevertheless, Table 25 does provide the correlations for mission change and social
enterprise activity. Social Enterprise Activity in this model holds the following regression
parameter statistics: β = -.496; SE = .065; p = .489. Therefore, enough evidence does not exist to
reject the null and will instead conclude that the mission likely will not change as a result of
social enterprise activity.
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Table 23
Variable Correlations for Program Expenditures and Social Enterprise Activity

Model
1

Unstandardized

Standardized

Coefficients

Coefficients

B

Std. Error

t

Sig.

.308

Beta
/

(Constant)

-1.323

-4.296

.000

Services setting

-.014

.062

-.014

-.228

.820

Region of organization -.145

.057

-.157

-2.541

.012*

.075

.064

.072

1.163

.246

.100

.070

.086

1.441

.151

.047

.062

.048

.766

.445

Number of FTEs

-.216

.055

-.227

-3.899

.000*

CEO Tenure

.113

.070

.108

1.611

.108

CEO Background

.563

.052

10.792

.000*

(Constant)

-.078

.486

.563
/

-.159

.873

Services setting

-.051

.062

-.050

-.828

.408

Region of organization -.110

.057

-.119

-1.926

.055

-.071

.077

-.069

-.922

.358

.132

.069

.113

1.908

.058

.043

.061

.044

.714

.476

Number of FTEs

-.301

.060

-.315

-4.995

.000*

CEO Tenure

-.008

.078

-.007

-.100

.920

CEO Background

.503

.054

.503

9.261

.000*

.306

.094

.297

3.268

.781

Type of organizational
programs
Years of
organizational
operation
Organizational fiscal
year

2

Type of organizational
programs
Years of
organizational
operation
Organizational fiscal
year

Social Enterprise
activity
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Table 24
Mission Change Model

Model

R

Adjusted
R2

Std. Error
of the
Estimate

R2
Change

Sig. F
Change

2

R

1

.782a

.611

.598

.62161787

.611

.233

2

b

.709

.698

.53925816

.097

.202

.842

Theoretically, all of the aforementioned results reinforce some principles of
organizational and adaptive theory. Organizational theory process was thought to generate
promising ideas and develop promising ideas into attractive opportunities (Dees, Gucl, &
Anderson, 2002). With the respondent nonprofit organizations, they are constantly driving ways
to grow their funding and fundraising and to grow their mission and vision. These ideas are
leading to the creation and later performance of social enterprises. Adaptive theories look at the
response of organizations as they conform to their institutional environments (Baum & Oliver,
1991) that ultimately drive the development of institutional theory. The theory suggests that
actions within the institution tend to be rigid and inflexible as well as resistant to change from
outside conditions. The research indicated that the nonprofit does not change its mission due to
the advent of the social enterprise. Furthermore, the research comes to a similar conclusion
related to the financial outcomes, as the nonprofit does not experience a significant change
related to the advent of the social enterprise.
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Table 25
Variable Correlations for Mission Change and Social Enterprise Activity

Model
1

2

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Std.
Error

Standardized
Coefficients

-1.451

.232

/

-6.248

.087

Services Setting

.251

.047

.251

5.393

.121

Region of
Organization

.184

.043

.202

4.253

.221

CEO Tenure

.059

.053

.058

1.123

.263

CEO Background

-.107

.039

-.109

-2.715

.507

Number of FTEs

-.176

.042

-.188

-4.215

.348

Type of
Organizational
Programs

-.135

.049

-.132

-2.774

.006

Years of
Organizational
Operation

-.018

.053

-.016

-.343

.732

Organizational
Fiscal Year

.561

.047

.577

12.062

.871

.336

/

-10.159

.122

Descriptor
(Constant)

(Constant)

-3.078

t

Sig.

Services Setting

.311

.043

.311

7.304

.225

Region of
Organization

.126

.039

.139

3.197

.008

CEO Tenure

.255

.054

.248

4.729

.067

CEO Background

-.010

.038

-.010

-.262

.793

Number of FTEs

-.301

.060

-.315

-4.995

.311

Type of
Organizational
Programs

.102

.053

.101

1.915

.057

Years of
Organizational
Operation

-.069

.048

-.060

-1.439

.151

Organizational
Fiscal Year

.568

.042

.584

12.571

.640

Social Enterprise
activity

-.496

.065

-.491

-7.665

.489
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To conclude this investigation, subsequent sub-hypotheses test these relationships via
metrics such as nonprofit revenue, operational overhead; people served, program expenditures,
and mission change. The research used regression analysis to test the hypotheses. Statistics
including descriptive statistics were calculated using SPSS. These analyses revealed that human
services were the predominate industry that the 252 nonprofit organizations belonged to. These
organizations were primarily located in urban areas. The majority of organizations’ social
enterprises related to running a thrift store or running some type of retail other than a thrift store.
Most nonprofits had been around for less than 20 years and their social enterprises were also in a
fairly underdeveloped stage, with most enterprises only being around five years on average.
Most telling was how most social enterprises were primarily breaking even or not in the
black at all, and of those who were making a profit, said profit was very minimal. None of the
hypotheses were accepted within the scope of this particular study. The researcher assumed that
the nonprofit would develop a social enterprise to receive the benefits a social enterprise offered,
particularly as it relates to an agency’s finances and streams of income. The researcher saw no
indication that the social enterprise produced benefits for the nonprofit financially or socially
based on this study. However, there were some control variables which were found to be
significant within the models and it is important to understand why this is the case.

Additional Investigation of Exploratory Data
Additional exploratory statistical analysis was conducted on a variety of other variables
collected but not used in the first analysis reported in Chapter 4. There were two sets of
additional exploratory testing conducted and reported in the next two sections. The first
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exploratory testing was conducted because it is possible to assert that nonprofits need more than
simply one cause or one variable to change its mission. It requires a number of changes related
to finances, profitability, and perhaps social enterprise activity. The researcher wanted to
explore if there are different combinations of changes, best practices, or root causes for
adaptation and if so, what are these changes and best practices? This is where more study was
needed. The second analysis fills the gap related to mission changes as well as the need to assess
the one variable that was significant throughout the analysis – CEO Tenure.
The first additional analysis was done immediately after the results of the original set of
hypotheses were determined. This analysis included the variables total revenue events, total
revenue grants, and number of FTEs. These are variables measuring the parent nonprofit, and
events and grants in particular, are potential and actual revenue sources of the 252 nonprofits in
this study. The revenue sources of grants and fundraising events, as stated in Chapter 1, are the
traditional ways of funding an organization. Analyzing how the performance of the social
enterprise may impact how social enterprise may displace these revenue sources in the overall
funding scheme of the nonprofit. It also fills another gap regarding the performance of a social
enterprise and its relationship to the nonprofit from a quantitative perspective that the previous
research did not completely answer. Furthermore, this investigation may identify other insights
as to why the financial and social mission hypotheses in the study have been rejected. The
reasoning for the addition of exploratory data is to incorporate organizational theory, and
isomorphism from institutional theory. Institutional theory provides support for the need to
explore the attitudes towards and adoption of social enterprise practices. It supports the belief
that environments exert pressure on nonprofit organizations to comply with rules, regulations,
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and expectations that, in turn, creates a rational system (Scott, 2003). Ultimately, development
of rational systems often results in the isomorphic process of organizations. Isomorphism was
first defined as a constraining process in which a unit is forced to resemble other units that face
the same environmental conditions (Hawley, 1968). Mimetic isomorphism is when
environmental uncertainty causes the organization to develop adaptive systems that have been
perceived as successful by other organizations. Out of the three sets of pressures, mimetic is
likely the closest to social enterprise models, as many social enterprises arise from nonprofits
mimicking for-profit business structures in an effort to gain legitimacy.
The exploratory research looks at other specific environments and conditions that may
have an effect on the nonprofit that were not discussed earlier. These conditions include revenue
driven by traditional best practice mechanisms of grants and events, as well as the number of
individuals employed, as this is often an indicator of quality economic and social conditions
inside a nonprofit agency.
The following is the hypotheses for Additional Exploratory Investigation 1:
Ho3: The performance of the social enterprise will have no effect on the revenue of
events of a nonprofit organization.
Hc: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the revenue of
events of a nonprofit organization.
Ho4: The performance of the social enterprise will have no effect on the revenue of
grants of a nonprofit organization.
Hd: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the revenue of
grants of a nonprofit organization.
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Ho5: The performance of the social enterprise will not increase the number of employees
of a nonprofit organization.
He: The performance of the social enterprise will increase the number of employees of a
nonprofit organization.
Once all analyses were completed and put together, two additional variables were
analyzed: CEO Tenure and Mission Change. These variables were selected because they stood
out as being statistically significant or in need of more development as to their impact
performance analysis in several variable models. Analyzing these variables may help understand
if there is a statistical significance of the performance of social enterprise and the length of time
a CEO has been in charge of the nonprofit, and if the nonprofit exhibits any mission change
because of the performance of the nonprofit. The conclusions are also documented in this
section.
Additional Exploratory Investigation 1
Total revenue grants, total revenue events, and number of FTEs, as dependent variables
and correlated additional control variables earned income and social enterprise activity were used
as the independent variables. In addition to accounting for revenue and expenses of nonprofits
with social enterprises, there was a segmentation of revenue data by those obtained via grants
and those obtained via special fundraising events. One of the arguments behind beginning a
social enterprise is the distribution of revenue that can supplement income from typical sources
of grants and fundraising events. How might a social enterprise predict the revenue of events?
Can the performance of an innovation such as social enterprise influence and provide legitimacy
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for a traditional way of raising money for a nonprofit via donations, grants, and events? Table
26 shows the model summary related to Total Revenue Events:
Table 26
Total Revenue Events Model

R

R
Square

Adjusted
R Square

Std. Error of the
Estimate

Sig. F Change

1

.303

.092

.085

.93836745

.000*

2

.445

.198

.188

.88376196

.153

Model

In the summary, the R2 in Model 1 is 9.2% and for Model 2 is 19.8%, indicating that the
social enterprise net profit explains an additional 10% of the variance in total revenue from
special events. While Model 1 is significant, Model 2 is not significant. In Table 27, it appears
that CEO Background holds significance in Model 1, but not in Model 2 once Social Enterprise
Earned Income was added.
Table 28 examines the results from the performance of social enterprise, namely the
social enterprise net profit. Grants, like events, combine to form a large portion of nonprofit
funding. However, grants used for general purposes have shrunk and continue to decrease in the
face of a changing economy. Can social enterprise be the antidote to reverse this trend? How
might the performance of a social enterprise predict the revenue grants bring in for a nonprofit?
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Table 27
Variable Correlations for Total-Revenue-Events and Social Enterprise Earned Income
Unstandardized
Coefficients

Std.
Error

Standardized
Coefficients

(Constant)

-.369

.295

/

-1.116

CEO Tenure

-.244

.063

.237

3.857

.076

CEO Background

-.145

.061

-.148

-2.401

.023

(Constant)

1.516

.347

/

-4.373

.053

CEO Tenure

.510

.067

-.098

3.254

.850

CEO Background

-.112

.048

-.013

-1.133

.233

Earned Income of
Social Enterprise

-.529

.066

.121

-4.370

.263

Model
1

2

Descriptor

T

Sig.
.266

Table 28
Variable Correlations for Total-Revenue-Grants and Social Enterprise Net-Profit

Model
1

Std.
Error

Standardized
Coefficients

T

-2.369

.130

/

-15.116

.266

.847

.051

.723

16.527

.463

-2.175

.132

/

-4.373

.000

CEO Background

.893

.051

.762

-1.055

.463

Net Profit of
Social Enterprises

-.181

.046

-.173

-5.720

.497

Descriptor
(Constant)
CEO Background

2

(Constant)

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Sig.

In Table 28, CEO Background was not significant in Model 1 (β = .847; SE = .051; p =
.433) or in Model 2 (β = .893; SE = .051; p = .463). Net Profit of Social Enterprise is also not
significant in the model β = -.181; SE = .046; p = .497). With neither model statistically
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significant through the provided analysis, there is no evidence to suggest that there is a positive
effect for grant revenue in the parent nonprofit based on the performance of the social enterprise.
The last set of models relates to the number of full-time employees in a nonprofit and if
the performance of the social enterprise has a positive effect on the number of parent nonprofit
employees.
In Table 29, the summary model shows the R2 for Model 1 at 4.8% and increases to
30.5% for Model 2. While Model 1 is statistically significant, Model 2 does not show statistical
significance. There is an additional variance of 29.6% related to the number of FTEs.

Table 29
Total FTE Model
Sig F
Change
1

.220a

.048

.041

1.025

.000*

2

b

.305

.296

.878

.322

.552

In Table 30, Social enterprise activity is not significant as well (β = .585; SE = .061; p =
.407) and no other variables when controlled or not controlled for the social enterprise activity
variable were found to be significant. This model forecast anticipated that there would be a
higher number of employees for nonprofits who participate in the social enterprise. This is a
very interesting, as it raises the possibility that the performance of the social enterprise might
contribute to increases of employment, perhaps to manage the new enterprise or a growing
enterprise.
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Table 30
Variable Correlations for Number of FTEs and Social Enterprise Activity

Model
1

2

Unstandardize
d Coefficients

Std.
Error

Standardized
Coefficients

2.648

.270

/

9.809

.000

Years of
Organizational
Operation

.359

.109

.293

3.284

.232

Structure of
Social Enterprise

-.134

.093

-.129

-1.438

.152

(Constant)

3.498

.248

/

14.126

.000

Years of
Organizational
Operation

.047

.099

.038

.474

.636

Structure of
Social Enterprise

.058

.082

.055

.703

.483

Social Enterprise
Activity

.585

.061

.536

9.569

.407

Descriptor
(Constant)

t

Sig.

Additional Exploratory Investigation 2
Additional analysis was performed in order to test variables that were significant in
several models throughout the original analysis. This additional exploration enables us to inquire
why those variables are significant in isolation. Furthermore, while the original analysis
assumed that the social enterprise would have benefits for the nonprofit, leading the social
enterprise to be the independent variable and the nonprofit to function as the dependent variable,
the second investigation of the exploratory data would operate on the assumption that the
nonprofit itself would embrace the social enterprise via mission change and mission
characteristics, thus reversing the position of dependent and independent impact. Even though
the nonprofit was not positively impacted by the performance of the social enterprise as
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measured in the original analysis, the nonprofit could receive benefits over a longer period of
time (as this study looked only at a 3-year average) or that the nonprofit might continue to use
the social enterprise as a structure that can make room for the adaptation of additional services,
mission, visions, and values.
For this investigation two variables were selected: CEO Tenure and Mission Change.
CEO Tenure was found to be a statistically significant control variable throughout a number of
individual analyses in the original analysis and Mission Change is an important and influential
variable that should be explored further beyond the original analysis. This second additional
analysis seeks to examine the question: will the social enterprise net profit and earned income
serve as predictors of a nonprofit changing its mission or its social direction? The reasoning for
the addition of a second set of exploratory data is to continue to incorporate organizational
theory, specifically collaboration and legitimacy from institutional theory. Collaborative efforts
provide resources for nonprofits. The collaboration allows access and attainment of resources,
which also can lead to competitive advantages for smaller and upstart social enterprises. If there
is a CEO who has held a long tenure with a nonprofit, he/she would likely be able to foster a
number of collaborations that would lead to resources for the nonprofit and social enterprise and
these resources further leads to legitimacy. Furthermore, social enterprises use that collaboration
to provide the benefit (through the social mission or social value) through the dissemination of
goods and services to the community.
Furthermore, like the first additional investigation, this investigation fills in gaps that
were not completely studied first, but may ultimately identify other reasons and insights to the
relationships of social enterprise and nonprofit characteristics related to their social value. It is
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important to reiterate that CEO Tenure is related to the CEO’s of the nonprofit, not the social
enterprise. In this study, 83% of the 252 nonprofits have their social enterprise within the main
nonprofit and the CEO has some oversight, if not full authority, over the social enterprise.
Therefore, the variable CEO Tenure may be more important in understanding the performance of
the social enterprise than acting as a control variable to understand the parent nonprofit.
This additional analysis used these two variables as dependent variables and used the
following independent variables: Net Profit of Social Enterprise, Social Enterprise Activity, and
Earned Income Activity. The following are the hypotheses for Additional Exploratory
Investigation 2:
Ho6: The tenure of a CEO of a nonprofit organization will have no change on net profit
of a social enterprise.
Hf: The tenure of a CEO of a nonprofit organization will have an increase on the net
profit of a social enterprise.
Ho7: The mission change of a nonprofit will have no change on the net profit of a social
enterprise.
Hh: The mission change of a nonprofit will have an increase on the net profit of a social
enterprise.
Ho8: The mission change of a nonprofit will have no change on the performance of the
social enterprise earned income.
Hg: The mission change of a nonprofit will have an increase on the performance of the
social enterprise earned income.
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Table 31 shows the CEO Tenure Model; Model 1 had an R2 of 37.2% of the variance.
The first model is a strong predictor as the R = .610 is between .60 and .80. In the summary, the
model is shown to be statistically significant. The data indicates that there is a relationship
between the length of time a CEO is in their position at the nonprofit and the net profit that is
attained via the social enterprise.
Table 31
Net Profit of Social Enterprise and CEO Tenure Model Summary

R

R2

Adjusted
R2

Std. Error of
the Estimate

Sig F
Change

.610

.372

.370

.757

.003*

Model
1

Table 32 examines the correlation for CEO Tenure and Social Enterprise Net Profit. Net
Profit of Social Enterprise in this model has a β = .607, SE = .050, p = .000. Since this model is
significant, there is evidence to conclude that the longer a CEO’s tenure, the higher the net profit
of the social enterprise.
Table 32
Variable Correlations for CEO Tenure and Social Enterprise Net Profit

Model
1

Descriptor
(Constant)
Net Profit of
Social
Enterprise(s) (in
dollars)

Unstandardize
d Coefficients

Std.
Error

Standardized
Coefficients

t

Sig.

3.158

.270

/

65.118

.000

.607

.109

.610

12.173

.000*
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Table 33 examines the CEO Tenure and Social Enterprise Activity model. Model 1 had
an R2 of 42.5% of the variance and is statistically significant. The first model is a strong
predictor with an R between .60 and .80 at .652.
Table 33
CEO Tenure and Social Enterprises Activity Model Summary

R

R

Adjusted
R2

.652

.425

.423

Model
1

2

Sig F

Std. Error of the
Estimate

Change

.725

.000*

Table 34 examines the correlation between CEO Tenure and Social Enterprise Activity.
Social Enterprise Activity in this model has a β = .645, SE = .047, p = .000. Since this model is
significant, there is evidence to conclude that the longer a CEO’s tenure, the more social
enterprise activity engaged by a nonprofit.
Table 34
Variable Correlations for CEO Tenure and Social Enterprise Activity

Model
1

Descriptor
(Constant)
Social Enterprise
Activity

Unstandardized
Coefficients

Std.
Error

Standardized
Coefficients

t

Sig.

3.163

.046

/

68.197

.000

.641

.047

.652

13.594

.000*

Table 35 examines the correlation between CEO Tenure and Social Enterprise Earned
Income. Social Enterprise Earned Income in this model has a β = .143, SE =.060, and a p-value
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of .018. Enough evidence exists to conclude that this correlation is significant; however, the
relationship is not particularly strong.
Table 35
CEO Tenure and Earned Income Model Summary

R

R

Adjusted
R2

.149

.022

.018

Model
1

2

Sig F

Std. Error of the
Estimate

Change

.945

.000*

Table 36 examines the correlation between CEO Tenure and Social Enterprise Earned
Income. Social Enterprise Earned Income in this model has a β = .143, SE =.060, and a p-value
of .018. This correlation is significant; however, the relationship is not strong. Since this model
is significant, there is evidence to conclude that the longer a CEO’s tenure, the higher the earned
income of the social enterprise.

Table 36
Variable Correlations for CEO Tenure and Earned Income
Model

Descriptor

1

(Constant)
Social Enterprise
Earned Income

Unstandardize
d Coefficients

Std.
Error

Standardized
Coefficients

t

Sig.

3.063

.060

/

51.291

.000

.143

.060

.149

3.594

.000*

Next, Mission Change was measured against Social Enterprise Net Profit and earned
income (Mission Change was already measured against Social Enterprise Activity in the original
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analysis). Table 37 shows that Model 1 is significant and had an R2 of 32.4% of the variance.
The first model is a moderate predictor with an R at .569.
Table 37
Net Profit of Social Enterprises and Mission Change Model Summary

R

R

Adjusted
R2

.569

.324

.322

Model
1

2

Sig F

Std. Error of the
Estimate

Change

.793

.004*

Table 38 shows the correlation between Mission Change and the Net Profit of Social
Enterprise. Net Profit of Social Enterprise in this model has a β = .572, SE = .052, p = .000.
Enough evidence exists to conclude that Mission Change is more likely to happen as social
enterprise net profit grows.
Table 38
Variable Correlations for Mission Change and Net Profit Social Enterprise
Model
1

Descriptor
(Constant)
Net Profit of
Social
Enterprise(s) (in
dollars)

Unstandardize
d Coefficients

Std.
Error

Standardized
Coefficients

t

Sig.

2.898

.051

/

57.058

.000

.572

.052

.569

10.953

.000*

Table 39 examines the mission change and earned income model summary. In model
one the R2 of 38.7% of the variance. The model is a moderate predictor with the R= .622, falling
between .40 and .60.
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Table 39
Earned Income and Mission Change Model Summary

R

R

Adjusted
R2

.622

.387

.384

Model
1

2

Sig F

Std. Error of the
Estimate

Change

.756

.000*

Table 40 shows the correlation between Mission Change and the Earned Income. Earned
Income in this model has a β = .617, SE = .049, p = .000. Enough evidence exists to conclude
that Mission Change will change with the increase in earned income. Mission Change is also a
strong predictor according to the model summary.
Table 40
Variable Correlations for Mission Change and Earned Income
Model
1

Descriptor
(Constant)
Social Enterprise
Activity

Unstandardize
d Coefficients

Std.
Error

Standardized
Coefficients

t

Sig.

2.905

.048

/

60.072

.000

.617

.049

.622

12.553

.000*

Summary of Findings
The purpose of this study is to determine the relationship between the financial impact
and the social/mission impact of nonprofits and the nonprofits’ social enterprises performance as
measured through the SE conditions and activity(ies). The two general hypotheses spoke to each
of these areas investigating (1) whether the created social enterprise will have a positive effect on
the financial performance of a nonprofit organization and (2) whether the performance of the
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social enterprise will have a positive effect on the social/mission performance of a nonprofit
organization.

Summary of Additional Analyses
There were two sets of additional exploratory testing conducted and reported in this
section. The first exploratory testing was conducted because it is possible to assert that nonprofits need more than simply one cause or one variable to change its mission. The evidence
presented social enterprise characteristics such as earned income and ran a multiple regression
against nonprofit characteristics such as revenue from grants and revenue from events. With the
evidence that was provided, none of the elements of social enterprise had an effect on the
elements of the nonprofit organization.
In the second analysis, CEO Tenure and Mission Change were analyzed against social
enterprise characteristics and here, CEO Tenure and Mission Change were found to be
statistically significant as they related to social enterprise net income, social enterprise activity,
and social enterprise earned income. Additional exploratory inquiries were conducted to
examine if through the evidence provided, social enterprise elements such as earned income, and
net profit contributed to the parent nonprofit growth or changes. Out of these additional
investigations, Mission Change and CEO Tenure were the variables that produced significant
results in a reverse analysis looking at the impact a nonprofit has on the performance of a social
enterprise. The conclusion was that only one of the models—either in financial or social/mission
performances were major predictors of any of the metrics thought to measure success. The
factors that account for these findings will be discussed in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Introduction
This research study explored the various metrics and relationships in financial and social
performance in nonprofits that engage in social enterprise activities. To further understand the
conditions surrounding social enterprises’ social and financial performance, this study posits the
following research questions: a) are there nonprofit conditions that are affected by the
performance of social enterprise and b) under what organizational, financial and/or social
conditions will a social enterprise affect a nonprofit. In the original analysis, the nonprofit is
used as a dependent variable upon the performance of the social enterprise (the independent
variable). In the secondary analysis, this was reversed.
Multiple regression analysis was employed to examine the statistical effects of various
financial and social/mission variables. These variables included nonprofit operational overhead,
expenses and revenue, number of programs, people served, and changes in mission. In general,
all original hypotheses were rejected. While there were no predictive relationships between
areas of social enterprise and financial and social/mission of a nonprofit with the social
enterprise, there are some interesting discoveries and inferences to make as a result of additional
exploratory analyses conducted.
This chapter reviews the various hypotheses and the findings of the data analysis. This
will be followed by an evaluation of the previous literature to frame how the findings relate to
the overall body of information. Finally, the chapter concludes with implications of the findings,
research limitations, and ideas for future investigation.
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Review of Research Questions and Hypotheses
Social enterprises were developed in response to environmental pressures and changes,
primarily of a financial nature, with the hope of their serving as a viable solution for nonprofits
to address social issues while letting business operations maintain financial stability and
sustainability. Ultimately, such organizations may drift away from the mission, shifting the
purpose of the organization as a result of concentrating on these new enterprises. To further
understand the conditions surrounding social enterprises’ social and financial performance, this
study posed the following research questions:
RQ 1. Under what organizational, financial and/or social conditions will a nonprofit
create social enterprise?
RQ 2. Under what organizational, financial and/or social conditions will a social
enterprise enhance a nonprofit?
To answer these research questions, the ensuing hypotheses were created and segmented into
financial impact and social/mission impact:

Financial Impact
Ho1: The performance of the social enterprise will not have a positive effect on the
financial impact of a nonprofit organization.
Ha: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the financial
impact of a nonprofit organization.
Ha1: Financial performance of a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will have higher
revenue as a result of the performance of the social enterprise.
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Ha2: The financial performance of a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will have lower
operational overhead as a result of the performance of the social enterprise.
Ha3: The financial performance of a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will have more
revenue streams as a result of the performance of a social enterprise.

Social/Mission Performance
Ho2: The performance of the social enterprise will have no effect on the social/mission
performance of a nonprofit organization.
Hb: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the
social/mission performance of a nonprofit organization.
Hb1: The nonprofit will be able to serve more people as a result of the performance of
the social enterprise.
Hb2: The nonprofit will increase the percentage of program expenditures as a result of
the performance of the social enterprise.
Hb3: The mission of the nonprofit will digress (move away from the original mission of
the nonprofit) as a result of the performance of social enterprise.
Separate multiple regression analyses were conducted for each hypothesis. The
independent variable of social enterprise was broken into three types of variables: (a) Net Profit
of Social Enterprise, (b) Earned Income of a Social Enterprise (financial performance), and (c)
Social Enterprise Activity (social/mission performance).
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Review of Findings
Table 41 shows a summation of all of the findings of the analysis including the additional
research developed.
Table 41
Summary of Hypotheses and Results
Hypotheses

Results

Ho1: The performance of the social enterprise will not have a positive effect on the
financial impact of a nonprofit organization.

Failure to reject the
null hypothesis.

Ha: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the
financial impact of a nonprofit organization.
Ha1: Financial performance of a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will have
higher revenue as a result of the performance of the social enterprise.

Failure to reject the
null hypothesis.

Ha2: The financial performance of a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will have
lower operational overhead as a result of the performance of the social enterprise.

Failure to reject the
null hypothesis.

Ha3: The financial performance of a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will have
more revenue streams as a result of the performance of a social enterprise.

Failure to reject the
null hypothesis.

Ho2: The performance of the social enterprise will have no effect on the
social/mission performance of a nonprofit organization.

Failure to reject the
null hypothesis.

Hb: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the
social/mission performance of a nonprofit organization
Hb1: The nonprofit will be able to serve more people as a result of the performance
of the social enterprise.

Failure to reject the
null hypothesis.

Hb2: The nonprofit will increase the percentage of program expenditures as a result
of the performance of the social enterprise.

Failure to reject the
null hypothesis.

Hb3: The mission of the nonprofit will digress (move away from the original
mission of the nonprofit) as a result of the performance of the social enterprise.

Failure to reject the
null hypothesis.

Ho3: The performance of the social enterprise will have no effect on the revenue of
events of a nonprofit organization.

Failure to reject the
null hypothesis.

Hc: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the
revenue of events of a nonprofit organization.
Ho4: The performance of the social enterprise will have no effect on the revenue of
grants of a nonprofit organization.
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Failure to reject the
null hypothesis.

Hypotheses

Results

Hd: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the
revenue of grants of a nonprofit organization.
Ho5: The performance of the social enterprise will not increase the number of
employees of a nonprofit organization.

Failure to reject the
null hypothesis.

He: The performance of the social enterprise will increase the number of employees
of a nonprofit organization.
Ho6: The tenure of a CEO of a nonprofit organization will have no effect on the
performance of the social enterprise.

Reject the null
hypothesis

Hf: The tenure of a CEO of a nonprofit organization will have a positive effect on
the performance of the social enterprise.
Ho7: The mission change will have no effect on the performance of the social
enterprise net profit of a nonprofit organization.

Reject the null
hypothesis

Hh: The mission change will have a positive effect on the performance of the social
enterprise net profit of a nonprofit organization.
Ho8: The mission change will have no effect on the performance of the social
enterprise earned income of a nonprofit organization.

Reject the null
hypothesis

Hg: The mission change will have a positive effect on the performance of the social
enterprise earned income of a nonprofit organization.

Ha1: Financial performance of a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will have higher
revenue as a result of the performance of the social enterprise.
Regarding the first financial hypothesis, analysis failed to reject the null hypothesis. A
majority of the variables in the analysis were statistically not significant, although some variables
did indicate moderate significance. The researcher asserts that, if a social enterprise is profitable,
the nonprofit will find that revenue increases as well. Looking at the relationship between the
net profit and the total revenue, data indicate that a nonprofit will not have higher revenues as a
result of the performance of a social enterprise. There is a modest correlation between the net
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profit and the revenue but the correlation is not strong enough to reject the null hypothesis and
infer that there is a significant relationship. The failure of this analysis may be due to the length
of time a social enterprise has been in business, as some social enterprises take a long time to
gain revenue for themselves, let alone the nonprofit absorbing any profits. It would be
interesting to see the financial performance over a longer course of time than three fiscal years—
as the social enterprise would have had time to overcome any growing pains or inconsistencies
with services or payments. Furthermore, perhaps additional variables related to the performance
of social enterprise conditions would be better analyzed again the nonprofit financial
performance such as board influence or revenue tied to the specific social enterprise.
Ha2: The financial performance of a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will have
lower operational overhead as a result of the performance of the social enterprise.
In the second financial hypothesis, reported data failed to reject the null hypothesis. The
researcher laid a framework to determine if the profit generated by a social enterprise would lead
to lower operational overhead costs for the nonprofit as a whole. Operational overhead includes
the operation-related expenses needed to move along operations, including overhead reported at
fiscal year’s end. The overhead contributes substantially to the financial costs of running the
program, including building maintenance, utilities, insurance, phone costs, supplies, and, for
many nonprofits, salaries. While Model 1 was significant, Model 2, when adding Net Profit in a
Social Enterprise, was not significant. The p-value is greater than to 0.05 at .059; therefore,
enough evidence exists to conclude that the financial performance of a nonprofit that has a social
enterprise will not have a lower operational overhead as a result of the performance of the social
enterprise. The failure of this analysis may be again due to the length of time a social enterprise
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has been in business, as well as the measurement selected or the combination of measurement
variables selected. Perhaps the performance of the social enterprise has not happened like it was
thought to. Perhaps the business shifted social enterprises or decided to place its resources with
another venture.
Ha3: The financial performance of a nonprofit that has a social enterprise will have
more revenue streams as a result of the performance of a social enterprise.
In this final financial hypothesis, multiple regression analysis is used to analyze the
revenue streams that emerge as a result of social enterprise. The researcher posits that social
enterprises will lead to more revenue streams for a nonprofit because the nonprofit can increase
opportunities of increasing revenue flow than it would without the enterprise. In Model 1, the R2
was 58.8% of the variance and, in Model 2; the R2 was 61.5% of the variance. The first model
has a p = .000. The second model is not significant with p = .060. Therefore, we fail to reject
the null and state that there will not be more revenue streams created for a nonprofit created as a
result of social enterprise. Perhaps a social enterprise, particularly one that is younger, would
have trouble creating revenue streams as, like in most businesses, it would be difficult to attain
earned income. And the income that does occur likely represents small gains. These small gains
would make it difficult for a nonprofit to create additional areas of revenue with the hopes of
using a social enterprise to create additional income. Furthermore, it is possible that a social
enterprise would be used to supplant a program that is failing to generate revenue, which is not
the same as adding streams of revenue.
Overall the hypothesis for financial performance was as follows:
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Ho1: The performance of the social enterprise will not have a positive effect on the
financial performance of a nonprofit organization.
Ha: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the financial
performance of a nonprofit organization.
The overall hypothesis was that the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the
financial performance of a nonprofit organization. The financial performances were segmented
out by alternative hypotheses Ha1, Ha2, and Ha3, detailing several metrics of finance that may
have relationships with social enterprises. The results from the data analysis stated that there
was a failure to reject the null of those three hypotheses. Because of that, one can conclude that
the researcher fails to reject the null of Ho1. The performance of the social enterprise will not
have a positive effect on the financial performance of a nonprofit organization.
Hb1: The nonprofit will be able to serve more people as a result of the performance of
the social enterprise.
The first hypothesis in the social/mission performance area examines the ability of a
nonprofit to serve more people as a result of the social enterprise. Ultimately, one of the
purposes of nonprofits is to provide the most services to as many of those who need them as
possible. In order to grow its mission and assist the community, a nonprofit has to experience
growth and an associated social enterprise is thought to provide the type of respond to mission
growth. Therefore, hypothetically, a nonprofit will serve more people via a social enterprise.
With the introduction of the Social Enterprise variable in the second model, the model increases
7% from 71.4% to explain the variance of people served by the Social Enterprise Activity
predictor variable.
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The coefficients presented two models. When adding Social Enterprise Activity into the
second model, the model becomes not significant. The independent Social Enterprise Activity
variable is not statistically significant in Model 2. Additionally, the β coefficient = -.587
indicates a negative correlation between social enterprise and people served, indicating that
decreases in people served occurred with increases in social enterprise activity. Furthermore, the
researcher can conclude that, at the 0.05 level of significance, one must reject the null hypothesis
and conclude that the social enterprise activity does not affect the number of people served by
the nonprofit.
Hb2: The nonprofit will increase the percentage of program expenditures as a result of
the performance of the social enterprise.
The second hypothesis in the social/mission performance area examines the potential of
the nonprofit program expenditures to increase as a result of the social enterprise. Will social
enterprise activities be a predictor of greater program expenditures—expenditures that may
ultimately be used in service of needy individuals? Using Social Enterprise Activity as the
independent variable and Program Expenditures as the dependent variable in the analysis, the
analysis evaluated the potential predictor relationship of expenditures over all the programs in
the nonprofit. The literature describes spending on programs as one way nonprofits contribute to
their investment of engaging the community and meeting the needs of more individuals who
need services (Dees & Anderson, 2004; Maxwell et al, 2013).
In summary Model 1, the R2 was 39.6% and, in summary Model 2, the R2 was 42.2%.
Model 1 was significant. Model 2 was not when adding Social Enterprise Activity. In the
correlations model, Social Enterprise Activity holds a t-statistic of 3.268 and a p value of .781.
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Therefore, the researcher cannot reject the null. Thus, program expenditures will not be higher
as a result of social enterprise activity. This is an interesting finding because, although programs
may not spend as much as a result of the social enterprise activity, there is not an automatic
assumption that a nonprofit organization is not managing its funds well or that it does not have
the capacity to ascertain additional funds. This result could be a function of nonprofits’
conservative fiscal policies, or that the level of expenditures for current programming is at
capacity for those served.
Hb3: The mission of the nonprofit will digress (move away from the original mission of
the nonprofit) as a result of the performance of social enterprise.
The last hypothesis in the social/mission performance area examines whether the mission
itself changed as a result of the social enterprises. There is a school of thought that continues to
stress the potential for organizations changing their mission or shifting their purpose once a
social enterprise is underway (Dart, 2004; Foster & Bradach, 2005). This hypothesis clarifies
whether there was an actual, literal change of the mission in the nonprofit. This change could be
the addition of verbiage, the elimination of certain language, and amalgamation of different
missions or a completely new creation. Only when changes to the mission result in a completely
different mission, extended or changed in target populations, or resulted in the creation of an
additional mission.
This change was observed via the 990 along with analysis of the websites of the nonprofit
or via a follow up call to a few interested respondents. In summary Model 1, the R2 was 61.1%
and in summary Model 2, the R2 was 70.9%. The first and second models are not significant.
Social Enterprise Activity in this model holds a t-statistic of -7.665 and a p value of .489.
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Therefore, the researcher fails to reject the null. The conclusion is that the mission did not
change as a result of social enterprise activity.
There are some caveats, however. To reiterate, this hypothesis sought to examine if there
was an actual change to the mission of the nonprofit. Nonprofits may still experience mission
drift prior to changing the mission or without changing the mission at all. Second, any mission
changes may be a direct result of other nonprofit activities and situational occurrences that have
nothing to do with the social enterprise. Many social enterprises are fairly young in terms of
when they were established and these enterprises may not be responsible for any adoptions.
Furthermore, this does not account for internal vicissitudes, changes in board, or leadership that
may be instrumental in instituting mission alterations.
Overall the hypothesis for social/mission performance was as follows:
Ho2: The performance of the social enterprise will have no effect on the social/mission
performance of a nonprofit organization.
Hb: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the
social/mission performance of a nonprofit organization.
Overall, the researcher failed to reject the null hypotheses in all of the social/missionoriented hypotheses. The social/mission performances were segmented out by alternative
hypotheses: Hb1, Hb2, and Hb3. These alternatives detailed several metrics of social/mission
and their relationships with social enterprises. The results from the data analysis stated that there
was a failure to reject the null of those three hypotheses. Because of that, the researcher fails to
reject the null of Ho2. The performance of the social enterprise will not have a positive,
statistical effect on the social/mission performance of a nonprofit organization.
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Additional data was analyzed to further test potential patterns from the original results
with the first set including the variables: Number of FTEs, Total Revenue Grants, and Total
Revenue Events. The second examination included variables CEO Tenure and Mission Change.
Both of these new investigations, CEO Tenure and Mission Change, were found to have
significant relationships with the social enterprise variables addressed.
Ho3: The performance of the social enterprise will have no effect on the revenue of
events of a nonprofit organization.
Hc: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the revenue of
events of a nonprofit organization.
In the measurement of events, the researcher failed to reject the null hypotheses. Based
on the data, the researcher concludes that the social enterprise has had no effect on the revenue of
events generated by a nonprofit organization.
Ho4: The performance of the social enterprise will have no effect on the revenue of
grants of a nonprofit organization.
Hd: The performance of the social enterprise will have a positive effect on the revenue of
grants of a nonprofit organization.
In the measurement of grants, the researcher failed to reject the null hypotheses.
According to the data, the researcher concludes by the data that the social enterprise has had no
effect on the revenue of grants generated by a nonprofit organization.
Ho5: The performance of the social enterprise will not increase the number of employees
of a nonprofit organization.
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He: The performance of the social enterprise will increase the number of employees of a
nonprofit organization.
When FTEs of a nonprofit and its relationship with the nonprofit social enterprise is
measured, the researcher failed to reject the null hypotheses. It can be concluded by the data that
the social enterprise has not increase the number of employees of a nonprofit organization.
Ho6: The tenure of a CEO of a nonprofit organization will have no effect on the
performance of the social enterprise activity.
Hf: The tenure of a CEO of a nonprofit organization will have a positive effect on the
performance of the social enterprise activity.
In measuring the relationship of nonprofit social enterprises activity and CEO Tenure, the
researcher rejected the null hypotheses. According to the data, the researcher concludes by the
data that there is a relationship between CEO Tenure and social enterprise activity of a nonprofit
organization.
Ho7: The mission change of a nonprofit organization will have no effect on the
performance of the social enterprise net profit.
Hh: The mission change of a nonprofit organization will have a positive effect on the
performance of the social enterprise net profit.
In measuring the relationship of the net profit of a nonprofit social enterprises and
mission change, the researcher rejected the null hypotheses. Based on the data, the researcher
concludes that there is a relationship between mission change and social enterprise net profit of a
nonprofit organization.
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Ho8: The mission change of a nonprofit organization will have no effect on the
performance of the social enterprise earned income.
Hg: The mission change of a nonprofit organization will have a positive effect on the
performance of the social enterprise earned income.
In measuring the relationship of the earned income of a nonprofit social enterprises and
mission change, the researcher rejected the null hypotheses. Based on the data, the researcher
concludes that there is a relationship between mission change and social enterprise earned
income of a nonprofit organization.

Discussion of Findings
Social enterprise is the subject of a great deal of interest and research within the nonprofit
community, due to the options it creates for additional revenue streams and potential of
furthering the missions of nonprofits. Social enterprise is growing as an area of scholarship and
research; however, most the studies provide anecdotal support. The results of this research study
continue the trend of limited results concerning the benefits and the challenges of social
enterprises. However, in the secondary analysis, this study adds to the already robust debate on
the substantive outcomes of enterprising in nonprofits.
The results of the research study differed from the original expectations of the research
questions, that it was likely that the performance of social enterprises would have a predictive
relationship in increasing financial growth and expanding associated nonprofits’ social mission.
Although the data analysis results could not make a strong case for such growth, they did trigger
additional analysis. The original thought was that social enterprises would directly lead to
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increases in various nonprofit financial areas as well as its social mission performance.
However, as all of these hypotheses were rejected, through the data presented and analyzed, this
was not the case. Intuitively, these hypotheses were thought to make sense—if there is a new
way to raise money, surely donors would participate in this venture, especially if it links together
the organizational mission while driving up donations. However, with the hypotheses rejected,
why would nonprofits keep creating social enterprises if they do not work?
A few ideas can answer this question. One, the board of directors or nonprofit leadership
could be significantly pro-business. They could believe that the nonprofit needs to create
additional ways of producing revenue and that with enough resources and guidance, eventually,
the social enterprise would net gains. Another suggestion is one of the CEOs or leaders having
personal and professional impulses or ego to drive the social enterprise creation, believing that
eventually, their leadership will move the social enterprise into success. A third idea is related to
the areas addressed in this study, such as the substitution effect, the data set, and the mimetic
isomorphism displayed in institutional theory. The substitution effect of revenue generated by
social enterprise fills the gap left by decreases in traditional giving that occurred after the 2008
recession could explain why the social enterprise is not producing more net revenues for the
nonprofit and instead, may be filling the gap in funding that resulted from the decline in
traditional donations. This provides a hopeful outlook on continuing or creating a social
enterprise. The data set in this study did not account for that effect and the 252 nonprofits are
only 40% of the universe of nonprofits that have engaged in social enterprises. With the
majority of the available universe not responding, the results may not be as generalizable to
speak for certain that all nonprofits will experience (or have experienced) these results. Lastly,
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the board of directors as well as the CEO may engage in aspects of mimetic isomorphism, as
they seek to achieve what successful nonprofits with social enterprises have. These nonprofit
leaders may model best practices, rules, and finances after these accomplished ventures in order
to find success.
This research study lays the foundation for further research on social enterprises and
nonprofits. Two variables that showed positive effects associated with a nonprofit parent
organization to a social enterprise were CEO Tenure and Mission Change. CEO Tenure is the
amount of time a CEO or executive director is employed in the nonprofit. CEO Tenure is only
related to the amount of time employed by the nonprofit, not the social enterprise. Mission
Change reflects whether or not a nonprofit changed (including deleting and adding elements and
wording) its mission over the course of the social enterprise operation. Analysis of study data
concluded that there is a positive effect related to the length of CEO tenure at a nonprofit and net
profit of a social enterprise. This indicates that the longer a CEO’s tenure, the more social
enterprise activity engaged by a nonprofit.

It also indicates that there is a positive effect

between the mission change and a social enterprise net profit and earned income. Thus, with
substantial changes, a social enterprise can grow financially.
Additional data may confirm the theory that a social enterprise that makes a net profit
will likely enable a CEO to continue their employment, as they may be less likely to be asked to
leave their position if the enterprise is establishing a record of financial solvency and profit.
Furthermore, a CEO with advanced tenure likely has created the same social and economic
resources and networks that would allow their social enterprise to be profitable (analogous to
business venture research findings as was stated by Montgomery et al., 2012). Montgomery et
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al. (2012) studied small businesses and start-up ventures whose operations (need for capital
funding, reliance on longtime leadership to help sustain, a push toward a certain financial and/or
social mission) parallel to social enterprises.
Another interesting facet of this analysis is to realize that a CEO who is in charge of a
nonprofit may contribute to positive economic effects of a social enterprise, despite some
nonprofits having social enterprises that have distinctly differing leadership than the nonprofit.
In this analysis, about 13% of survey respondents stated their social enterprise structure operates
as a separate department within the parent nonprofit organization with separate leadership.
Though it was not a variable in the analysis, there is evidence that leadership structures are
different. This could account for why CEO Tenure in the second additional analysis had such
significant results. Perhaps the hallmark of a successful social enterprise is rooted in the
guidance and attention that is paid to the nonprofit, despite or in addition to, managerial
structure. Social Enterprise CEOs/Managers operating separately under the umbrella of their
parent nonprofit CEOs may use best practices displayed during the tenure of a nonprofit CEO to
improve economic profitability of their social enterprise. This is a form of organizational
mimetic isomorphism explained in Chapter 2. The pressures of the respondent nonprofits were
strong enough for them to engage in mimetic isomorphism, in order to create a profitable social
enterprise. To them, a profitable social enterprise would lead to a profitable nonprofit.
Similar to net profit, social enterprise activity and CEO Tenure have a positive,
significant relationship as determined by Table 34 in the secondary analysis. There are a few
possibilities as to why this is. The CEO may find that their tenure is extended due to the creation
of the social enterprise activity. It is unlikely (though not unheard of) for a nonprofit board of
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directors to fire a CEO in the beginning stages of a social enterprise and would likely want
leadership to remain in power throughout some period of enterprise infancy and growing pains.
This study looked at enterprises that on average were under 12 years old. A second rationale for
this is that a CEO may find it is easier to produce a social enterprise activity because they have a
longer tenure. A CEO who has built goodwill in their current position with their current slate of
programs, may have built a tremendous reputation externally and internally that allows them to
create social enterprise activity and in some cases, multiple social enterprise activities. A newer
CEO has other responsibilities and goals to maintain and commit to, making it difficult in the
first few years to establish another new venture. While age was a control variable, it was not
measured in the original or secondary analysis. Going forward, this should be measured across
financial and social mission performance as a compliment to the CEO Tenure and if age of the
nonprofit is a predictor of positive social enterprise performance or if the reverse is true.
CEO Tenure and Earned Income of a Social Enterprise also result in a positive statistical
relationship. However, unlike the previous findings related to CEO Tenure, this relationship is
not quite as strong. Several reasons could point to this: perhaps the social enterprise is in its
infancy, unlike the nonprofit, so a long-tenured CEO may also have to work through growing
pains of a new business. Also, a social enterprise may not be helmed by CEO with great
experience in that area, so they are not able to develop the kind of business plan or brand
management that would provide financial growth for a new enterprise. For example, if a
nonprofit specializes in feeding the homeless, then starts a social enterprise related to shredding
paper, this may not be in professional wheelhouse of leadership, no matter how long they have
been successful at helming a feeding the homeless organization. In that example, the tenure of a
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leader bears no significance on the complete ability to lead. Instead, it is about the actual
knowledge and experience a leader has in the area of which they begin a new enterprise.
Mission change and earned income as well as mission change and net profit of a social
enterprise were both significant, even more than CEO Tenure. The fact that changes to the
mission of the nonprofit would result in increases to social enterprise financial conditions
confirms the concept that nonprofit social enterprises must have a link between finances and
moving its mission forward in order to be the most successful.
There are a couple of reasons as to why mission change and earned income and net profit
was statistically significant. One, a mission change could result in additional target populations
served, populations that could open a nonprofit to a wider base of donors, advocates, and
partners of the nonprofit. For example, if nonprofits move from strictly mental health to mental
health and homelessness, an additional target population increases the target market for donors
and advocates. The more that are aware of an enterprise that would help both the mentally ill as
well as homeless persons, the more likely this group of people are to support this enterprise,
resulting in increased to the earned income and net profit.
Second, a mission change could increase viability among other stakeholders in the
community that would join with the nonprofit to partner with them on the social enterprise, or
would provide additional resources for the social enterprise for its continued function. Such
resources could be advertising (such as word of mouth, digital, print, billboards, radio),
investment capital (remember social enterprises are meant to operate similarly as a small
business), and the growth of the client base. Resources are important in the social enterprise’s
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profitability, which may further explain how a mission change can lead to increased social
enterprise net profit.
With these results, there are also tremendous implications for further discussion. Based
on the original research, coupled with some assumptions throughout the literature, there are a
few reasons that may determine why exactly this analysis brought about these conclusions.
Small business practices, balancing the social and financial aspects of the enterprise, and the
nonprofit and minimal financial gains all may lead to answers as to the lack of impact.
Small business practices or start-up business practices can contribute to the lack of
positive effects or any kind of impact from a social enterprise. If one asserts that social
enterprises are nonprofit’s answer to small businesses, then no measure is more impactful than
profitability. One of the staunchest critics of social enterprise, Bradach and Foster (2005) stated
that the social enterprise was an earned income venture that not only stood to not make its
business profitable, but also had incredible difficulty with continuing with the core mission, and
nonprofits were not prepared to deal with the level of detail a start-up business requires. Bradach
and Foster (2005) ultimately found 71% of their measured enterprises to be unprofitable and 5%
broke even. Cohen, Kohl, and Van (2008) also noted that many nonprofits had unreasonable and
impractical expectations that were likely contributors to unsuccessful social enterprises.
However, what is interesting are the similarities in social enterprises operating much like start-up
businesses and the results of this study certainly point to a number of social enterprises
encountering much the same areas of failure that were espoused in the literature. There is not a
tremendous amount of financial gains to be made at first. Small upstarts often need a
tremendous amount of capital to start and the business often needs financial support to keep it
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afloat for years. Even after large support is gone and the business is sustainable, it may barely
break even or turn a profit. Examining the social enterprise sub samples in the study that have
not made a profit, they are run similarly to for-profit start-ups and need tremendous amount of
start-up investments to begin the business, and constant amount of start-up costs to continually
run the business. It may take many years in the future before the social enterprise is ready to
function on its own, much less contribute to the sustainability of the entire nonprofit. Bradach
and Foster (2005) believe that it would take over ten years for a social enterprise to pay for all of
the start-up outlays.
Balancing the financial and social aspects of the social enterprise has been a bit of a
challenge for nonprofits as they try to navigate the appropriate measures of when to operate as a
financial business and when to shift to the socialization of their mission. Part of this challenge
for social enterprises is what Talbot, Tregilas, and Harrison (2002) calls the “double bottom
line.” The double bottom line is when the social enterprises have both financial and social
priorities that must be satisfied by the nonprofit in order to achieve their societal goal while also
being a sustainable business. Does the need to meet social priorities lead to conclusions that are
not in the best long-term attention of the enterprise putting it at viable risk? Are individuals
served by the nonprofit or the nonprofit itself derive a value or benefit from the social enterprise?
Shorr (2006) sums it up by stating that a vast majority of the businesses are not sustainable.
Nonprofits need to address these issues in new models that enable the social enterprises to
deliver subsidies for their activities to ensure their chances at long-term survival.
Nonprofits in the study also have to contend with the potential for mission drift as part of
the double bottom line. While it does not appear that the social enterprise led to the direct
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change of the mission, the social enterprise may still be susceptible to changes in the mission,
particularly with organizations who become more and more invested in the enterprise. There is
the constant risk of a mission being diverted or divested from the original mission as a result of
the double bottom line (Benevolent Society, 2013).
Related to the concept of the “double bottom line”, Montgomery et al. (2012) discussed
the importance of social enterprises engaging in collective entrepreneurship. They argued that
social enterprise organizations are more fruitful and bring about more substantive policy,
fundraising and social change through collaboration with other businesses, individuals, and
entities. However, perhaps this relies on the presumption that nonprofits and therefore their
social enterprises have access to partnerships, particularly key partnerships which open doors
and avenues to various resource opportunities. Many of the nonprofits surveyed are smaller,
with lower operating budgets. Constraints of time must also be taken into consideration as well.
A nonprofit without a designated team to facilitate partnerships is at a disadvantage of being able
to take the time to network and cultivate relationships. Lastly, Montgomery et al. (2012) use
organizations with tremendous cache and reputation throughout the world. Reputations such as
the United Way or Habitat for Humanity are grown and developed over time. A health and
human services nonprofit with a burgeoning social enterprise is just taking time to get their
operations off of the ground, much less be concerned about partnering with the World Health
Organization or UNICEF, the way some of the major nonprofits are able to do. Sabeti (2011)
argued social enterprises’ ability to ascertain tremendous resources through experience,
particularly as it pertained to capitalism. What Sabeti failed to account for is the fact that a
significant number of social enterprises are younger than 10 years old, even ones that are spun-
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off from their longer living parent organization. In this analysis, the majority of organizations
were younger than 15 years. Therefore, it is difficult to expect that these organizations have
considerable knowledge and latitude to engage in building their own capacity building—to make
the business stronger themselves from their resources.
With some evidence to support that the social enterprise leads to positive effect of
financial or social/mission performance, the Benevolent Society (2013) details several factors
that contribute to this success. The first is to develop a clear primary purpose. Seedco (2007)
suggests that nonprofits should have a clear goal for their enterprise: to generate income or to
fulfill a need. The second is to be clear on the motivation. The expectation may differ from
many stakeholders, as Bradach and Foster (2005) state that the pressures nonprofits feel from
their board, external competitors, the sector, donors, and external partners, may create
motivations to became more self-sustaining while the original intent of an organization may be to
achieve a large social impact. Therefore, it is the recommendation that nonprofits become very
clear as to their root cause for beginning the enterprise. A third factor is to undertake a
comprehensive funding process with a market study, business plan, financial feasibility study
(Cohen et al., 2008; Talbot, Tregilas, & Harrison, 2002). The plan allows for the enterprise to
stay competitive but to also account for any potential failures. The plan will also outline the
motivations and goals of a social enterprise, and prepare policies that separate finances of the
enterprise from the other programs in the nonprofit. Finally, the nonprofit should make a
commitment to providing additional resources and capital, preparing for a long process related to
the start-up. Financial commitments include planning to develop policies related to shortfalls,
and scaling up appropriately to maximize success. Part of the process should also include timing
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plans for the commitment and involvement of key staff, as the performance of a social enterprise
will take a lot of time for staff members to prepare in order to generate revenue.
In the literature, Cardon et al. (2009) discussed misfortunes and mistakes that often
characterized a failed business. Likely there are a number of miscues and mistakes that each
social enterprise and by extension, the nonprofit made to contribute little or no change
economically and socially. Part of these mistakes include Cardon et al.’s suggestions of (1) poor
business planning/modeling, (2) financial mismanagement, (3) unrealistic expectations, (4)
personal hubris, (5) financial (not driving enough revenues), and (6) unreliable and non-credible
innovation. They continued to classify misfortunes as (1) market forces, (2) lack of external
funding, (3) lack of internal funding, (4) timing of the product, and (5) unrealistic external
expectations. The nonprofits need to plan for the expense of time and money needed to keep the
enterprise running simultaneously with other programs. Planning using clear goals, motivations,
and directions, enables the social enterprise to drive the mission and fight against drift while also
setting itself up to contribute to the bottom of an organization—eventually. Rather than
succumbing to institutional pressures and coercion of the sector, nonprofits should look at social
enterprises as an opportunity for slower but steady growth.
While it was the hope of the researcher that the study of social enterprises on nonprofit
effects would introduce significant positive attributes of social enterprises, the research did not
support the idea that social enterprises does lead to social/mission and financial successes.
However, it does lead to the potential for greater ideas and philosophies that can change the
development and study of the enterprise.

117

Study Limitations
This study investigated the impact that social enterprises have on a nonprofit’s finances,
clients, and mission. There are a few limitations in the study. The first limitation is with respect
to the data. While the concepts of social enterprises are not new, researchers are just beginning
to robustly study them and their effects. To this point, studying social mission or social value
has proven to be especially difficult for researchers in this field, largely because it is difficult to
quantify “value.” This study attempts to answer the question of value but realizes that it, unlike
financial propositions, has a variety of definitions. Better ways to quantify social value are to
look at the number of jobs created, number of jobs created for the target population, and to
measure of ‘quality of life’ through conditions such as satisfaction, continued employment, or
increased responsibility in the workplace. What some organizations believe to be important
social mission characteristics, others may not. This is primarily why it was important to develop
a survey instrument, as it will give organizations an opportunity to fully clarify their concepts of
social mission while allowing the researcher to examine patterns arising from the data. At some
point in the data lay the potential of nonprofits misunderstanding the difference between revenue
and profit and that there is a possibility that they may have overstated both figures in their survey
responses. While this was accounted for by comparing the 990s, the 990s may also be prepared
by a nonprofit that may overestimate the profitability of their social enterprise (as well as their
general revenue).
A second limitation is the response to the survey. Although there were 252 responses to
the survey, which surpasses the number needed to make this survey at minimum generalizable
according to the power analysis, there was the hope and the goal of getting even more responses
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to produce results that were unquestionably generalizable. And while 252 is not necessarily
small within the confines of this project, data results are not generalizable within the state of
Florida or for the rest of the United States. The researcher relied on some self-reporting of data
in the interest of the survey that can lead to bias or misinterpretation. By introducing both the
survey and the 990 existing data, the goal was to minimize this limitation as much as possible.

Future Research
At the end of this research, additional questions and conceptualizations have been formed
for the future. Within the research, CEO tenure and background was sometimes significant.
There are reasons why leadership may play a role in the effects of social enterprise. First, it
would be salient to dedicate research to organizational leadership and social enterprise.
Secondly, it would be interesting to go back to struggling social enterprises or nonprofits that had
failure ventures and analyze take these characteristics and compare Cardon et al.’s (2009)
classifications of enterprise mistakes versus external misfortunes to their business experiences.
This may be way to start a deeper understanding of the problems that plague upstart social
enterprises as well as the controlled and uncontrollable factors that significantly shift priorities
and goals. The classifications would also be ideal to explore through a longitudinal study of
organizations with social enterprises. Most enterprises studied were at their infancy and it would
be interesting to examine how the effects of social enterprise change and if they do change over a
long period of time. A longitudinal study would cover the start-up process—the costs, the
revenues, the incomes, the expenses and expenditures, and the changes to the mission (if any).
What ideas would be relevant to the changes? Was it board direction, competition, increased
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pressures, or managerial changes? What types of social enterprises lead to certain types of
successes? Broader research would open up critical analysis to support a position on these
topics.
Another area of future research to study is the substitution effect. Recall that as
traditional donations decreased, the need for a social enterprise to replace or grow said donations
became greater. Future research should measure if donors simply gave to the social enterprise
instead of a traditional method of giving, resulting in the substitution effect. This study
measured the increases in financial and mission performance, but the results may be misleading
if in fact traditional giving declined at the same time that social enterprise revenues increased,
thereby keeping net revenues the same or slightly higher or lower. A longitudinal study would
allow us to assess if the gap of decreased traditional donations has been filled by the funding of
the social enterprise or the purchase of social enterprise goods and services in points over a
longer period of time.
Additionally, one area to extend analysis is in to quantify social value. Future studies can
use the following new variables to identify and determine social value: quality of life
mechanisms (satisfaction rates, safety, opportunity for upward mobility, etc.), target population
employed, and the number of jobs created define material conditions related to social value.
Another area to consider in future analysis is the debt to income ratio of a nonprofit or the
social enterprise. How much money could a nonprofit has gone into debt to create the social
enterprise? Did the nonprofit conduct a realistic assessment on how much it would cost to pay
the investment back as well as how long it would take? Did the nonprofit take inventory of the
upfront costs of the social enterprise to ensure financial success? These are questions that
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require a proper amount of foresight and scrutiny and some nonprofits may not have the
bandwidth in staff knowledge or in budget to properly answer these queries.
It is also important to understand why Mission Change and CEO Tenure were found to
have significant relationships with the independent variables. Both variables were found to be
significant in a number of results. Further exploration on why this is, what a CEO and head
leadership means to social enterprises and nonprofits; how missions change economic structure
of the enterprising activity, as well as the implications of this leadership on mission and financial
values may hold the key to the elements that contribute to impact and positive effects of social
enterprise and nonprofit organizations. Furthermore, future research should add interviews to
understand the pro-business CEO versus the traditional, old-school nonprofit executive director
that is reluctant to take on a social enterprise. This would help to understand the data result of
why CEO Tenure was important.
In the data exploration, the results may be in need of more robust data sets for some of
the variables. In particular, there is the belief that additional research must be conducted with a
deeper pool of data to determine the effects of social enterprise socially and financially. Though
social enterprise is a new phenomenon, there is a lot of debate on the virtues and the drawbacks
that need to continue to be discovered. From this discovery, more quantitative research would be
best, as the data can give a more complete picture of the success or failure after a nonprofit
adopts a social enterprise. Moreover, a mixed methods approach, using quantitative data through
survey or existing data as well as qualitative data via anecdotal evidence will likely draw an even
more definitive conclusion as to the positive and negative effects of social enterprises. A mixed
methods approach is one that can be used, across all states, similar to studies conducted in
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Europe and Australia in particular. While social enterprise is a new sensation, the debates are
ongoing. Nonprofits depend on further research to ensure that they are getting a positive return
on their investment.

Conclusions
This study sought to further understand if social enterprises have improved social and
financial performance through the following research questions: does the financial performance
of nonprofits improve after social enterprise model is adopted and does the mission performance
of nonprofits improve after social enterprise model is adopted? To answer these research
questions, several hypotheses were created and proposed to be tested based on the theoretical
implications of institutional theory. The theory, along with existing literature, has provided a
foundation from which to define social enterprise for this study and to define nonprofit
performance.
This study presented several hypotheses, and none of them supported the initial
contention that social enterprises enhanced nonprofit performance. While social enterprise
organizations have been thought to bring about a new era of economic sustainability for besieged
nonprofits, and create a wider net of social services to cast in the community, the enterprises
appear to be as polarizing as ever from an academic perspective. Nevertheless, continued
inspection and inquiry is necessary to fully understand the drawbacks and benefits these
organizations have, particularly as most of them are in the start-up phase.
Social enterprises do offer valued opportunities for a nonprofit. They are one of the more
reputable answers to changing demographics, decreased funding, and general apathy with
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charities. There are avenues regarding the type of enterprises that have not even begun to be
explored. The sector needs resources and social enterprises are a possible option for providing
them. But they cannot be successful without the correct institutional guidelines and policies in
place, nor can a nonprofit use a singular approach to accommodate its needs. It is the hope that
this research serves as another link to continue scholarship to answer questions posited through
the analysis.
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The following are questions from the March 2014 edition of the Nonprofit Fundraising
Study developed by the Nonprofit Research Collaborative (NRC). This survey provided a model
for this research survey, but is not a direct duplicate of the survey.
Question
1.) Responding Organizations reporting change in
charitable receipts.

Organizations report financial growth through
charitable given over a 12-month period.

2.) What single issue most positively affected
fundraising?

Included open ended questions with responses
coded

Included elements both external and internal

3.) Did your organization meet its fundraising goal?

Multiple choice

4.) What are the types of fundraising methods used?

Open-ended

5.) What donor type gives mostly to the organization?

Multiple choice

Responses
Increased by more than 15%
Increased by less than 15%
Decreased by more than 15%
Decreased by less than 15%
About the same
Asking/stewardship/cultivation
Mission/program/” telling our story”
Media/news/online presence
Development of outside enterprises/entrepreneurial
programs
Staffing in place
Economy Overall
Having a plan
Foundation or corporate giving
Campaign success
Event/gala/anniversary
Strong leadership
Pledge payments/bequest/memorials
Yes
No
Social Enterprising
Often asked in person

Board giving

Major gifts

Planned gifts (received)

Planned gifts (new commitment)
Request via communication medium or event

US Mail

Social media

Email

SMS/Text

Other online

Special events

Telephone
Institutional donor-requires application process

Gifts from congregations

Allocations from federated campaigns

Foundation grants

Corporate giving
Individual
Corporation
Bequest

125

6.) Anticipated concerns about the future of nonprofit:

Multiple choice

Open-ended question

7.) Does your organization engage in a social enterprise
or earned revenue source?

8.) What are the concerns about the future of social
enterprises?

9.) Responding organizations by region

10.) What is the size of your organization?

Multiple choice

11.) Classification of your organization by NTEE code:

National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (NTEE)
system is used by the IRS and NCCS to classify
nonprofit organizations (National Center for Charitable
Statistics, 2014).

Multiple choice with open-ended on other

Foundation
Lack of staff time/support
Nonprofit organizations’’ ability to recruit new
individual donors
Economic challenges
Board/volunteer uncertainty about fundraising
Mission and case for support
Competition in sector
Planning and execution in plan
Demographic changes
Institutional donor expectations
Yes
No
Sustainability by customer/donor base
Board investment in new business
Enough dedicated and thorough research into the new
enterprise
Plan/financial business plan/market study
Economic challenges
Changes to case for support/mission
Time dedicated to new enterprises
Northeast
Midwest
South
West
Under $250,000
$250,000-$999,999
$1 million - $2.99 million
$3 million - $9.99 million
$10 million and up
Arts
Education
Environment
Health
Human Services
International
Public Society
Religion
Other
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Q1: Where are your services primarily delivered in?
Response

Code

Predominantly urban setting

0

Predominantly rural setting

1

Mixed Urban/Rural Setting

2

Answered question (n)

128

252

Q2: What region is your nonprofit located in?
Response

Code

West (Pensacola and west panhandle surrounding area)

0

Southwest (Sarasota/Manatee)

1

Central (Orange, Seminole, Lake, Osceola counties)
Suncoast (Tampa/St. Petersburg and surrounding area)
Miami (Metro Miami)
Florida First Coast (Jacksonville/St. Augustine and surrounding area)
Palm Beach (Palm Beach county)
Big Bend (Tallahassee and east panhandle surrounding area)
Fort Lauderdale/Broward (Fort Lauderdale and Broward counties)
Everglades (Naples/Ft. Myers and surrounding southwest area)
Treasure Coast (Martin and St. Lucie counties)
North Central (Gainesville/Alachua county and North Central area)
Indian River (Indian River county and Vero Beach)
Space Coast/Melbourne
Nature Coast (New Port Richey)
Greater Polk County
Charlotte Harbor (Port Charlotte, Punta Gorda, North Port, Cape Coral,
Englewood, Boca Grande, Arcadia)
Volusia/Flagler (Volusia and Flagler counties)
Answered question (n)

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
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16
17
252

Q3: What programs does your organization offer?
Response

Code

Arts, Culture, and Humanities

0

Education

1

Environment and Animals
Health
Human Services
International, Foreign Affairs
Public, Societal Benefit
Religion Related
Mutual/Membership Benefit
Unknown, Unclassified
Answered Question (n)
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2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
252

Q4: How many years has your organization been in operation?
Respondents answered this as an open-ended question. Responses were entered into the database
directly from the survey. However, the data was also converted into a set of ordinal categorical
variables. The variables were classified as the following:
Response

Code

0-10 years

0

11-20 years

1

21-30 years
31-40 years
41-50 years
51-60 years
61-70 years
71-80 years
81-90 years
91-100 years
100 years or more
Answered Question (n)
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2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
252

Q5: What is your fiscal year of your organization?
Response

Code

July-June

0

January-December

1

Other

2

Answered Question (n)

252

132

Q6: What is the size of your organization’s yearly budget/Organizational Gross
Receipts based upon the current fiscal year (in dollars)?
Respondents answered this as an open-ended question. Responses were entered into the database
directly from the survey. However, the data was also converted into a set of ordinal categorical
variables. The variables were classified as the following:
Response
0-4,999,999
5,000,000-9,999,999
10,000,000-14,999,999
15,000,000-19,999,999
20,000,000-24,999,999
25,000,000-29,999,999
30,000,000-34,999,999
35,000,000-39,999,999
40,000,000-44,999,999
45,000,000-49,999,999
50,000,000 and above
Answered Question (n)
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Code
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
252

Q7: How many full time equivalent employees are employed?
Respondents answered this as an open-ended question. Responses were entered into the database
directly from the survey. However, the data was also converted into a set of ordinal categorical
variables. The variables were classified as the following:
Response
1-50
51-100
101-150
151-200
201-250
251-300
301-350
351-400
401-450
451-500
500 and above
Answered Question (n)
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Code
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
252

Q8: How many years has the current CEO held that position?
Respondents answered this as an open-ended question. Responses were entered into the database
directly from the survey. However, the data was also converted into a set of ordinal categorical
variables. The variables were classified as the following:
Response
0-5 years
6-10 years
Over 10 years
Answered Question (n)
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Code
0
1
2
252

Q9: What type of educational/professional background does the current CEO have?

Response
Social services related (psychology,
sociology, criminology, etc.)
Business related (marketing, accounting,
etc.)
Other
Answered Question (n)
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Code
0
1
2
252

Q10: Does your organization currently actively engage in social enterprise or earned
program service income activities that have been in operation for more than one year?

Response

Code

Yes

0

No

1

Answered Question (n)

252
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Q11: What categories best fit that (social enterprise/earned income) activity?
Response

Code

Thrift Store

0

Restaurant/Café/Catering
Property Management
Print/Copy Service
Clerical Services
Consulting Services
Manufacturing
Information Technology
Landscaping/Ground Maintenance
Staffing Service
Retail other than Thrift Store
Packaging/Distribution
Agriculture/Farming
Construction
Employee Assistance Program
Housing Rehabilitation
Janitorial/Cleaning Services
Other (please specify)
Answered Question (n)
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1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
252

Q12: How long has the organization engaged in a current social enterprise or earned
program service income activities (indicate in years)?
Respondents answered this as an open-ended question. Responses were entered into the database
directly from the survey. However, the data was also converted into a set of ordinal categorical
variables. The variables were classified as the following:

Response

Code

0-5 years

0

6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
Over 20 years

1
2
3
4

Answered Question (n)

139

250

Q13: How are your social enterprise activities for your organization structured?

Response
Social enterprise is department or profit
center within parent organization with staff
and leadership integrated and shared
Social enterprise is department or profit
center within parent organization with
separate and distinct staff and perhaps
leadership (separate manager of unit)
Separate for-profit entity
Other
Answered Question (n)
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Code

0

1
2
3
252

Q14: What is your organization’s Operational Overhead (in dollars)?
Respondents answered this as an open-ended question. Responses were entered into the database
directly from the survey. However, the data was also converted into a set of ordinal categorical
variables. The variables were classified as the following:

Response

Code

0-1,000,000
1,000,001-2,000,000
2,000,001-3,000,000
3,000,001-4,000,000
4,000,001-5,000,000
5,000,001-6,000,000
6,000,001-7,000,000
7,000,001-8,000,000
8,000,001-9,000,000
9,000,001-10,000,000
Over 10,000,000
Answered Question (n)
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0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
252

Q15: What is the net profit of your Social Enterprise(s) (in dollars)?
Respondents answered this as an open-ended question. Responses were entered into the database
directly from the survey. However, the data was also converted into a set of ordinal categorical
variables. The variables were classified as the following:

Response
0-1,000,000
1,000,001-2,000,000
2,000,001-3,000,000
3,000,001-4,000,000
4,000,001-5,000,000
5,000,001-6,000,000
6,000,001-7,000,000
7,000,001-8,000,000
8,000,001-9,000,000
9,000,001-10,000,000
Over 10,000,000
Answered question (n)
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Code
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
252

Q16: What percentage of your total revenue is derived from general fundraising events?

Response
0%-19%
20%-29%
30%-39%
40%-49%
50%-59%
60%-69%
70%-79%
80%-89%
90%-100%
Answered Question (n)
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Code
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
252

Q16a: What is the total revenue is derived from general fundraising events?
Researcher answered this as an open-ended question. Responses, which were taken from the
corresponding 990s, were entered into the database directly from the survey. However, the data
was also converted into a set of ordinal categorical variables. The variables were classified as
the following:
Response
0-500,000
500,001-1,000,000
1,000,001-1,500,000
1,500,501-2,000,000
2,000,001-2,500,000
2,500,001-3,000,000
3,000,001-3,500,000
3,500,001-4,000,000
4,000,001-4,500,000
4,500,001-5,000,000
Over 5,000,000
Answered Question (n)
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Code
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
252

Q17: What percentage of your total revenue is derived from specifically classified grants?

Response
0%-19%
20%-29%
30%-39%
40%-49%
50%-59%
60%-69%
70%-79%
80%-89%
90%-100%
Answered Question (n)
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Code
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
251

Q17a: What is the total revenue is derived from specifically classified grants?
Researcher answered this as an open-ended question. Responses, which were taken from the
corresponding 990s, were entered into the database directly from the survey. However, the data
was also converted into a set of ordinal categorical variables. The variables were classified as
the following:
Response
0-500,000
500,001-1,000,000
1,000,001-1,500,000
1,500,501-2,000,000
2,000,001-2,500,000
2,500,001-3,000,000
3,000,001-3,500,000
3,500,001-4,000,000
4,000,001-4,500,000
4,500,001-5,000,000
Over 5,000,000
Answered Question (n)
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Code
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
251

Q18: What percentage of your total revenue is derived from general donations, annual
campaigns, and/or major gifts?

Response
0%-19%
20%-29%
30%-39%
40%-49%
50%-59%
60%-69%
70%-79%
80%-89%
90%-100%
Answered Question (n)

147

Code
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
252

Q18a: What is the total revenue is derived from general donations, annual
campaigns, and/or major gifts?
Researcher answered this as an open-ended question. Responses, which were taken from the
corresponding 990s, were entered into the database directly from the survey as continuous
variables. However, the data was also converted into a set of ordinal categorical variables. The
variables were classified as the following:
Response
0-500,000
500,001-1,000,000
1,000,001-1,500,000
1,500,501-2,000,000
2,000,001-2,500,000
2,500,001-3,000,000
3,000,001-3,500,000
3,500,001-4,000,000
4,000,001-4,500,000
4,500,001-5,000,000
Over 5,000,000
Answered Question (n)

148

Code
0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
252
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EXPLANATION OF RESEARCH
Title of Project: “The Missing Middle: Understanding the Effects of Social Enterprise on Nonprofit Performance”
Principal Investigator: Angela White-Jones, MPA
Faculty Supervisor: Dr. Robyne Stevenson
You are being invited to take part in a research study. Whether you take part is up to you. Please see instructions
below and a link to the survey.
The Social Enterprise Information Survey is an online survey to find out social enterprise impact on an organization. Your
participation and expertise is critical to an enriching study and it will be one of the first of its kind to use actual data to
discuss social enterprises in the nonprofit arena. I have collected tax form 990 info and some of these survey questions
are asked to confirm or update that data. This will lead to more productive and prosperous research that can give some
best practices to practitioners of nonprofits and even other for-profit organizations, especially in the realm of fundraising.
The link to the survey is (www.surveymonkey.com/socialenterprisesurvey).
The survey takes about 10-15 minutes to complete, is completely online, and is entirely voluntary and confidential. You
have the right to answer any, all or none of the questions, but the more you answer thoughtfully, the better the analysis of
the study.
This study involves no foreseeable risks or harm to you. Any minimal risk may be similar to those you experience when
disclosing work-related information to others. All responses are confidential and will be treated with the utmost in care and
confidence. You may decline to answer any or all questions and you may terminate your involvement at any time if you
choose. No personal information will be collected from participants.
Participants who will be included in the sample must have the following characteristics:
1 Be a legal adult (over the age of 18)
2. Be employed by a nonprofit
3 .Be employed by a nonprofit in the state of Florida
4. Be employed by a nonprofit whose gross receipts are more than $200,000.
The survey will close May 31st, 2015.
You must be 18 years of age or older to take part in this research study.
Study contact for questions about the study or to report a problem: If you have questions, concerns, or
complaints please contact the Principal Investigator, Angela White-Jones, Graduate Student, Doctoral Program in
Public Affairs, at angelawhite22@knights.ucf.edu or 321-439-6791 or Dr. Robyne Stevenson, Faculty Supervisor,
Doctoral Program in Public Affairs at 407-823-3459 or email at robyne.stephenson@ucf.edu.
IRB contact about your rights in the study or to report a complaint: Research at the University of Central Florida
involving human participants is carried out under the oversight of the Institutional Review Board (UCF IRB). This research
has been reviewed and approved by the IRB. For information about the rights of people who take part in research, please
contact: Institutional Review Board, University of Central Florida, Office of Research & Commercialization, 12201
Research Parkway, Suite 501, Orlando, FL 32826-3246 or by telephone at (407) 823-2901.
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